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ABSTRACT  
DISPROPORTIONALITY IN DISCIPLINE AND ACHIEVEMENT:  
Disparities in Mississippi’s Public Schools   
 
Using federally available data on exclusionary punishment and academic 
achievement, this thesis explores the relationships between disparities in 
punishment and in achievement. A case study using individual incident referrals 
supplements these datasets by providing a more nuanced view of student 
misbehavior, and student types receiving referrals, before punishment occurs. 
Disproportionalities in in-school suspension rates are positively and significantly 
related to gaps in academic achievement at the district level. African-American 
students and repeat offenders were referred at disproportionate rates for subjective 
offenses, while white students were referred for objective offenses. These findings 
are of interest to school administrators and teachers interested in student outcomes 
and the various factors impacting student achievement.  
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Introduction  
 It is popular to discuss the state of public education in Mississippi - low 
achievement scores, high brain drain, the public-private divide. Less common, 
though, is discussing these phenomena with nuance, with attenuation to the causes 
and effects driving these results. This research is an attempt to understand how one 
factor — discipline —  contributes to gaps in academic achievement. 
 The 2015-2016 achievement gap report on the spring 2016 MAP test was 
released by the Mississippi Department of Education in November 2016. The same 
week, a study on disproportionalities in exclusionary punishment surfaced in my 
“Google Alerts” on Mississippi education. When reading the two reports, it struck me 
that some districts seemed high in both academic achievement gap and exclusionary 
punishment gaps. I decided to then ask if disproportionalities in punishment are 
related to disproportionalities in academic achievement. As poor academic 
achievement has negative consequences for students and for the state of Mississippi, 
a richer understanding of the causes contributing to achievement (or the failure to 
achieve) is necessary to improve outcomes for students and the broader community 
of students.  
 A case study on disciplinary referrals in Oxford School District is included 
given the nature of education as an applied field. The case study in referrals provides 
information on student-teacher-administrator interactions, which may lead to the 
use of   exclusionary punishment studied through the federal OCR database. 
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Including referrals gives nuance to the federal database, which shows effects without 
corresponding causes. While Oxford School District is not the “average” district in 
Mississippi in some respects (higher overall achievement, highest achievement gap), 
it is close to the state average with respect to disciplinary impact on African 
Americans. The case study allows us to consider the interaction of different 
aggravating and mitigating forces in student discipline. Studying individual incident 
referrals allows for the identification of patterns in offenses, offense types, and 
student characteristics within the district; these patterns can guide further research 
and provide districts with specific areas to consider if and when when they attempt 
to address the disproportionalities evident in the OCR database.  
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Literature Review 
 Before beginning a study of discriminatory school discipline practices, 
discussion of different metrics used to document, debate, and claim discrimination is 
needed. Quantitative statements of disproportionality — e.g. African American 
students compose 70% of the student population referred to the office while 
composing 35% of the school population — appear unjust, but are not inherently so. 
Buried inside this 70% is a set of realities, both discriminatory and equal in 
opportunity. For example, African American students could commit 70% of the 
offenses subject to office referral, per school policy; in such a case, the 
disproportionality is just, as it accurately reflects student behavior (though the 
school would do well to consider what structural or environmental policies 
encourage such strong disruptive behavior). However, African American students 
could also display disruptive behavior rates equal to white students and be 
reprimanded at equal rates (with punishments of varying degrees) or reprimanded at 
rates divergent from their rates of disruption. As such, studies of disproportionality 
alone cannot speak to whether or not discriminatory behavior on the part of the 
school is occurring (though, the wider the disproportionality, the more likely such 
discrimination becomes). Consideration of student behavior, school policy, and 
teacher discretion and action are also necessary. As Skiba et al. explain, “determining 
6 
 
 
whether a finding of disproportionality constitutes bias is likely a matter of ruling 
out alternative hypotheses that might account for overrepresentation.”1  
 Research delving into disproportionalities with regard to race have been 
questioned, notably by school administrators who claim that discrepancies which 
appear with regard to race are caused by low socioeconomic status. However, 
controlling for socioeconomic status does not negate the disparities between white 
and nonwhite students.2  
 Modern advocacy and research surrounding racially disparate discipline 
began in 1999 in Decatur, Illinois, when seven African American students were 
expelled for two years over a fistfight at a football game. The decision of the school 
board was upheld in court, but the incident and resulting suit brought racially 
disparate disciplinary actions on the part of schools to public discourse. In 2000, the 
U.S. Commission on Civil Rights and the Secretary of Education studied zero-
tolerance discipline policies and racial inequality in school discipline.3 Zero tolerance 
policies stemmed from the federal mandatory minimum approach to drug 
enforcement and initially was implemented in the early 1990s in schools for weapons 
violations. However, zero tolerance policies were sometimes expanded to include 
drug, alcohol, and other non-dangerous infractions such as insubordination.4 These 
policies have contributed to a more punitive school environment, such that schools 
                                                 
1 Skiba, Russell, et al. “The color of discipline: Sources of racial and gender 
disproportionality in school punishment.” Urban Review 34 (2002), 317-342. 
2 Wu, S. C., Pink, W. T., Crain, R. L., and Moles, O. “Student suspension: A critical 
reappraisal.” The Urban Review 14 (1992): 245–303. 
3 Skiba, Russell, et al.  
4 Wallace et al. “Racial, Ethnic, and Gender Differences in School Discipline among U.S. 
High School Students: 1991- 2005.” Negro Education Review 59 (2008), 47-62.  
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with zero tolerance policies are overall more likely to employ other exclusionary 
measures and national suspension rates have doubled nationwide since the 1970s.5.6 
 From the early 1990s onward, African American, Hispanic, and American 
Indian students of both genders have been disciplined at higher rates than white 
students. Schools with higher percentages of African American students employ 
harsher and more punitive punishments (as opposed to counseling, behavior 
management, etc.). Additionally, the percentage of African American students in a 
school is significantly and positively related to expulsion and suspension (for every 
1% increase in the percentage of African American students in a school, the odds of 
the school expelling students following misbehavior increases 0.04; for suspension, 
the odds increase by a factor of 1.03).7 From 1996 to 2005, disciplinary action rates 
fell for every racial/ethnic group except African Americans, who received constant 
levels of discipline. Within this constant level of discipline is hidden rising rates of 
exclusionary discipline — suspension and expulsion — for African American 
students, as seen in Chart 1.8  African American students in Mississippi have also 
seen increases in rates of corporal punishment relative to their white peers, receiving 
64% of paddlings in 2012 (up from 60% in 2000).9 
                                                 
5 Losen, Daniel J. Discipline Policies, Successful Schools, and Racial Justice. University of 
Colorado: National Education Policy Center, The Civil Rights Project. October 2011.  
6 Welch, Kelly and Allison Ann Payne. “Exclusionary School Punishment: The Effect of 
Racial Threat on Expulsion and Suspension.” Youth Violence and Juvenile Justice 10 (2012): 
155-171.  
7 Ibid.  
8 Wallace et al.  
9 Carr, Sarah. “Why are Black Students Being Paddled More in the Public Schools?” 
Hechinger Report. April 14, 2014. Accessed from http://hechingerreport.org/controversy-
corporal-punishment-public-schools-painful-racial-subtext/ 
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Chart 1: Trends in School Discipline, by Race, Gender, and Punishment Type 
Source: Wallace et al. “Racial, Ethnic, and Gender Differences in School Discipline 
among U.S. High School Students: 1991- 2005.” Negro Education Review 59 (2008), 
47-62. 
 Public awareness of racial disparities in the application of school discipline 
has increased in recent years, with well-published findings such as the 2014 
Department of Education finding that nearly half of preschoolers suspended 
multiple times were African American, though African Americans compose only 18% 
of preschool students (what students are suspended from preschool for is another 
question).10  
I. Socioeconomic Status  
Students of low socioeconomic status have repeatedly been documented to be 
overrepresented in disciplinary actions at the school level. Specifically, receiving free 
lunch and having a father who is not employed full-time are risk factors for 
                                                 
10 https://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/crdc-discipline-snapshot.pdf 
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suspension.11 Brantlinger (1991) surveyed high- and low-income students for their 
experiences and observations regarding school discipline; both groups agreed that 
low-income students were “unfairly targeted by school disciplinary sanctions.”12 In 
addition to being targeted for punishment, they are also punished differently: “high-
income students more often reported receiving mild and moderate consequences  
 (e.g., teacher reprimand, seat reassignment), low-income students reported 
receiving more severe consequences . . .(e.g., yelled at in front of class, made to stand 
in hall all day, search of personal belongings).”13 Disproportionalities by 
socioeconomic status were found in Skiba et. al’s work, but were the least robust 
(compared to gender and race).14 As with increases in the African American 
population at a school, increases in the percentage of a school receiving free or 
reduced-price lunch is significantly and positively related to increases in the overall  
level of expulsions at the school.15 
 In Skiba et al. (2002)’s analysis “Color of Discipline,” the significance of racial 
disproportionalities was not affected by the use of free lunch status as a covariate.16 
Ratifying these findings is the work of Wallace et al., who controlled for racial 
differences in socioeconomic status and found that racial disproportionalities in 
discipline so not result from these differences.17  Skiba and Williams (2008) found 
                                                 
11 Wu, S. C., Pink, W. T., Crain, R. L., and Moles, O. “Student suspension: A critical 
reappraisal.” The Urban Review 14 (1992): 245–303. 
12 Brantlinger, E. “Social class distinctions in adolescents’ reports of problems and 
punishment in school.” Behavioral Disorders 17 (1991): 36–46. 
13 Skiba, Russell, et al. 
14 Ibid. 
15 Welch, Kelly and Allison Ann Payne  
16 Skiba, Russell, et al. 
17 Wallace et al.  
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that “while African American students in poverty are more likely to be suspended 
than poor White students, middle and upper class Black students are also more likely 
to be suspended than their peers at the same demographic level.”18  
 Other factors related to socioeconomic status, but distinct from family 
income, have been shown to relate to race, educational attainment, and school 
discipline. These factors include, but are not limited to, family structure (eg. who the 
student lives with, parental relationship), parental education, geographic region, and 
urban/rural status of the community. Without controlling for these 
sociodemographic factors, American Indian, African American, and Hispanic males 
are 1.7, 1.3, and 1.2 times as likely to receive minor punishments and 2.0, 3.3, and 1.7 
times as likely to receive exclusionary punishments as white males, respectively. 
Controlling for the above sociodemographic factors decreases the magnitudes of 
these differences, every relationship remains statistically significant across races and 
genders, as seen in Table 1.19  
 
 
 
 
                                                 
18 Skiba, Russel J. and Natasha Williams, “Are Black Kids Worse? Myths and Facts about 
Differences in Behavior,” The Equity Project at Indiana University, March 2014, 
http://www.indiana.edu/~atlantic/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/African-American-
Differential-Behavior_031214.pdf 
19 Wallace et al.  
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Table 1: Odds Ratios for School Discipline, Adjusted for Sociodemographic Factors 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Wallace et al. “Racial, Ethnic, and Gender Differences in School Discipline among U.S. High School 
Students: 1991- 2005.” Negro Education Review 59 (2008), 47-62. 
 
II. Race 
On a national level, African American students compose 17% of the elementary and 
secondary population and 32% of the suspended population.20  “American Indian, 
Black, and Hispanic students are consistently more likely than White youth to 
receive school discipline,” and African American students are more than twice as 
likely as white students to face suspension or expulsion, as seen in Chart 2.21  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
20 Mendez, Linda M. Raffaele, and Howard M. Knoff. "Who Gets Suspended from School and 
Why: A Demographic Analysis of Schools and Disciplinary Infractions in a Large School 
District." Education and Treatment of Children 26 (2003): 30-51. 
21 Wallace et al.  
 Referral or Detention Suspended or Expelled 
 Males Females Males Females 
African American 1.2 1.6 2.7 4.4 
Hispanic 1.1 1.3 1.2 1.5 
American Indian 1.6 1.7 1.7 2.1 
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Chart 2: Students Receiving Suspensions and Expulsions, by Race, 2011-2012  
Similar to the disproportional interaction of students of color with the discipline 
system — and the harsher treatment low socioeconomic status students receive while 
interacting with that system — is the disproportionate incidence of minority 
interaction with the school discipline system. African Americans are more likely to  
receive harsh disciplinary action and less likely to receive mild disciplinary action 
than other students, when referred for similar infractions.22 Disproportionality is 
higher in districts with higher overall rates of suspension, such that schools prone to 
exclusionary punishment further tend to implement such techniques against 
                                                 
22 Skiba, Russell, et al.  
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minority students. Additionally,  disproportionality increased as intensity of 
punishment increases from suspension to expulsion.23,24 Disproportionalities, on the 
national level, are smaller for minor consequences such as referral or detention 
compared to the differences for exclusionary punishments, with referral and 
detention rates roughly equal for African American, Hispanic, and American Indians 
(though still all higher than for whites; see Table 2 and Chart 3 ).25  
Table 2: Percent of 10th Graders Disciplined by Race and Gender, 2001-2005  
 Referral or Detention Suspended or Expelled 
 Males Females Males Females 
White 41.1 20.9 26.8 11.6 
African American 48.2 33.8 55.7 42.6 
Hispanic 46.5 29.9 39.1 23.6 
American Indian 54.8 34.5 43.2 25.9 
Source: Wallace et al. “Racial, Ethnic, and Gender Differences in School Discipline among U.S. High School 
Students: 1991- 2005.” Negro Education Review 59 (2008), 47-62. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
23 McFadden, A. C., Marsh, G. E., Price, B. J., and Hwang, Y. “A study of race and gender bias 
in the punishment of handicapped school children.” Urban Review 24 (1992): 239–251. 
24 Gregory, J. F. “The crime of punishment: Racial and gender disparities in the use of 
corporal punishment in the U.S. Public Schools.” Journal of Negro Education 64 (1996): 
454–462. 
25 Wallace et al.  
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Chart 3: Percent of 10th Graders Committing Zero-Tolerance Infractions and Receiving Disciplinary 
Actions  
 
Source: Wallace et al. “Racial, Ethnic, and Gender Differences in School Discipline 
among U.S. High School Students: 1991- 2005.” Negro Education Review 59 (2008), 
47-62. 
  
Disproportionality is also higher in districts (particularly high socioeconomic 
districts) which have recently desegregated.26,27 In urban districts, African American 
students are three to 22 times more likely to be subjected to exclusionary discipline 
than white students.28 Skiba et al. (2002) found that, after applying the frequency of 
                                                 
26 McFadden, A. C., Marsh, G. E., Price, B. J., and Hwang, Y.  
27 Gregory, J. F. 
28 Wallace et al.  
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office referral per race as a covariate, the disproportionality was no longer 
significant.; office responses — length of suspension, likelihood of suspension given 
referral, etc. — became nearly identical with the referral control. There were 
significant disproportionalities, however, in the rates of office referral. These rates of 
referral, when subjected to discriminant analyses, cannot be explained by hypothesis 
of disproportionate African American misbehavior.29 Wallace et al. (2008) also 
found that African American, Hispanic, and American Indian students are two to five 
more times likely to face exclusionary discipline (suspension or expulsion).30 
 In addition to being disciplined at lower rates overall and served less severe 
punishments than nonwhite children, white children are referred for punishment for 
more severe disruptive behavior.31 This disjoint — being referred for discipline 
disproportionally infrequently, but for severe behavior when so — is reinforced by 
findings that white students are punished for objective behaviors at higher rates than 
subjective behaviors, while nonwhite students are punished for subjective behaviors 
such as disrespect at higher rates than they are punished for objective misbehavior.32 
African American students, though, are punished at higher rates for nearly all 
objective and subjective behaviors than are white students. However, rates of white 
student punishment are higher than for African American students for two objective 
misbehaviors: skipping class and defacing desks.33  Skiba et al. (2002) concurred 
with these results, finding that reasons for referral differ significantly along racial 
                                                 
29 Skiba, Russell, et al. 
30 Wallace et al.  
31 Skiba, Russell, et al.  
32 Gregory, Anne and Rhona S Weinstein. “The discipline gap and African Americans: 
Defiance or cooperation in the high school classroom.” Journal of School Psychology 46 
(2008), 455-475. 
33 Skiba, Russell, et al. 
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lines. White students were more likely than African American students to be referred 
for smoking, leaving without permission, vandalism, and obscene language (four 
objective behaviors), while African American students were more likely than white 
students to be referred for disrespect, excessive noise, threat, and loitering (three of 
four, at least, are subjective offenses).34 
 Wallace et al. (2008) found that the most widespread zero- tolerance policies 
— those regarding weapons, drugs, and alcohol — differ from the dominant 
objective-subjective narrative of white students perpetrating disproportionate 
amounts of objective offenses. Though these offenses are all objective, African 
American, Hispanic, and American Indian students are more likely to bring a gun to 
school than white students. Hispanic students are significantly more likely than 
white students to use drugs or alcohol at school, and African American and American 
Indian females were more likely than white females to drink alcohol at school. 
However, all of the above differences are so small that they are far too little to 
explain the disproportionalities found in exclusionary punishment.35 Additionally, 
Welch and Payne found that the percentage of African American students in a school 
is not related to the level of zero tolerance infractions for tobacco, guns, or alcohol in 
the school.  While 1% increases in African American student populations were 
positively and significantly related to possession of other drugs and knives, the 
                                                 
34 Skiba, Russell, et al. 
35 Wallace et al.  
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relationship was low (1: 0.04); overall, these findings either counter or weaken those 
of Wallace et al.36 
 While differences in referral rates by gender can be mostly explained by 
differences in behavior, no such explanation exists for differences in referral rates 
along racial or ethnic lines:  
“What is especially clear is that neither this nor any previously published 
research studying differential discipline and rates of behavior by race has 
found any evidence that the higher rates of discipline received by African-
American students are due to more serious or more disruptive behavior.”37 
A variety of methods have been used to test for differences in behavior and resulting 
impact on punishment. Zero tolerance offense levels, as referred to above, cannot 
account for the disproportionality in punishments given the wide gap in 
punishments and nonexistent to small gap in offenses. When controlling for offense 
type, nonwhite status remains a significant predictor of disproportionate 
punishment, again showing an influence of race separate from offense intensity.38 
Offense intensity has also been studied through teacher and student appraisals of 
referred offenses; controlling for the ratings would, if African Americans committed 
more severe infractions, eliminate the relationship between race and punishment. 
                                                 
36 Welch, Kelly and Allison Ann Payne. “Exclusionary School Punishment: The Effect of 
Racial Threat on Expulsion and Suspension.” Youth Violence and Juvenile Justice 10 (2012): 
155-171.  
37 Skiba, Russell, et al. 
38 Skiba, R. J., Horner, R. H., Chung, C.-G., Rausch, M. K., May, S. L., & Tobin, T. “Race is 
not neutral: A national investigation of African American and Latino disproportionality in 
school discipline.” School Psychology Review, 40(2011): 85-107. 
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However, even when using the teacher’s ratings, African Americans still encounter 
higher rates of referral and exclusionary punishment.39  
III. Gender  
Male students are disciplined at disproportionate rates to their presence in schools, 
as seen in Table 1; the literature is in consensus that “boys are over four times as 
likely as girls to be referred to the office, suspended, or subjected to corporal 
punishment.”40 Disproportionality by gender is made much more meaningful when 
it interacts with race: though males are consistently punished at higher rates than 
females of the same race or ethnicity, race interacts with gender such that African 
American females are over 1.5 times as likely to receive exclusionary punishments as 
white males (who receive these punishments at similar rates to Hispanic and 
American Indian females), and African American males are 16 times more likely to 
receive corporal punishment than while females.41,42 Wallace et al. found that while 
rates of exclusionary punishment are higher for males than females, racial disparities 
in exclusionary punishment are wider between females of different races than males 
of different races, particularly with regard to African American females (4.4 times as 
likely to receive exclusionary punishment as white females).43 Like with race, 
disproportionality with regards to the male student population increases as 
punishments escalate from suspension to expulsion;  “black boys are 30 percent 
                                                 
39 Bradshaw, C. P., Mitchell, M. M., O’Brennan, L. M., & Leaf, P. J. “Multilevel exploration of 
factors contributing to the overrepresentation of black students in office disciplinary 
referrals.” Journal of Educational Psychology, 102(2010), 508-520.  
40 Skiba, Russell, et al. 
41 Ibid.  
42 Wallace et al.  
43 Ibid.  
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more likely than White boys to be sent to the office or detained but they are 330 
percent (3.3 times) more likely than White boys to be suspended or expelled.”44,45 
 Male and female students are likely to be referred to the office for broad 
categories of misbehavior. Male students are more likely to be referred to the office 
than females for every misbehaviors type except truancy, which female students were 
more likely to be referred for. The breadth of offenses males are likely to be referred 
for suggests a wider range and frequency of offense; discriminant analysis further 
supported that male disproportionalities are caused by disproportionate male 
behavior. As such, African American males faced the highest rate of referral and 
punishment, followed by white males, African American females, and white 
females.46 
 Raffaele et al., however, found contrary results. Rather than the moderating 
effect gender had on race in Skiba et al., race was found to dominate the effects of 
gender such that African American females were punished at higher rates than white 
males.47 
IV. Regional Variation  
Certain regions of the United States, specifically the South, have patterns of school 
discipline which differ from national patterns. Only 19 states currently allow 
corporal punishment: Idaho, Wyoming, Colorado, Arizona, Kansas, Oklahoma, 
Texas, Missouri, Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, Tennessee, Georgia, 
                                                 
44 Skiba, Russell, et al.  
45 Wallace et al.  
46 Skiba, Russell, et al.  
47 Mendez, Linda M. Raffaele, and Howard M. Knoff. "Who Gets Suspended from School and 
Why: A Demographic Analysis of Schools and Disciplinary Infractions in a Large ." 
Education and Treatment of Children 26 (2003): 30-51.  
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Florida, South Carolina, North Carolina, Kentucky, and Indiana.48 Even within 
bastions of the practice like Mississippi, its incidence decreased 33% from 2008 to 
2012.49 The South is also a hub of exclusionary punishment: 50% of expulsions and 
55% of suspensions of African American students occurred in the South.50 In the 
region, 24% of students are African American; these students comprised 48% of 
suspensions and 49% of expulsions in the 2011-2012 school year. Mississippi, where 
49.2 percent of the public school population is African American (2013-2014 school 
year), metes out the highest rates of exclusionary punishment: 74% of the suspended 
students and 72% of the expelled students are African American (see Table 3 for 
percentages per state).51 Blackness and gender also interact for students in the South 
with particularly harsh consequences: 65% of African American students suspended 
are male — a gender disproportionality within race — and 56% of girls suspended are 
African American, an extreme racial disproportionality within gender.  
Table 3: Disproportionalities in Exclusionary Punishment in Southern States, as a Percent of Said Exclusionary 
Punishment  
 African American 
Student 
Population 
African 
Americans 
Suspended 
African 
Americans 
Expelled 
Disproportionate 
Impact, 
Suspensions 
Disproportionate 
Impact, 
Expulsions 
Alabama 34% 64% 58% 1.9 1.7 
Arkansas 21% 50% 33% 2.4 1.6 
Florida 23% 39% 28% 1.3 1.2 
Georgia 37% 67% 64% 1.8 1.7 
                                                 
48 Collazo, Alex. “19 States Still Allow Spanking in Schools and the Statistics are Shocking.” 
Policy.Mic February 26, 2014. Accessed from https://mic.com/articles/83349/19-states-
still-allow-spanking-in-schools-and-the-statistics-are-shocking#.2Q8ZVoXtx.  
49 Carr, Sarah. “Why are Black Students Being Paddled More in the Public Schools?” 
Hechinger Report. April 14, 2014. Accessed from http://hechingerreport.org/controversy-
corporal-punishment-public-schools-painful-racial-subtext/  
50 Smith, E. J., & Harper, S. R. (2015). Disproportionate impact of K-12 school suspension 
and expulsion on Black students in southern states. Philadelphia: University of 
Pennsylvania, Center for the Study of Race and Equity in Education.  
51 Ibid.  
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 African American 
Student 
Population 
African 
Americans 
Suspended 
African 
Americans 
Expelled 
Disproportionate 
Impact, 
Suspensions 
Disproportionate 
Impact, 
Expulsions 
Kentucky  11% 36% 13% 3.3 1.2 
Louisiana 45% 67% 72% 1.5 1.6 
Mississippi 50% 74% 72% 1.5 1.4 
North 
Carolina 
26% 51% 38% 2.0 1.5 
South 
Carolina 
36% 60% 62% 1.7 1.7 
Tennessee 23% 58% 71% 2.5 3.1 
Texas 13% 31% 23% 2.4 1.8 
Virginia 24% 51% 41% 2.1 1.7 
West 
Virginia 
5% 11% 8% 2.2 1.6 
Source: Smith, E. J., & Harper, S. R. (2015). Disproportionate impact of K-12 school suspension and expulsion 
on Black students in southern states. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania, Center for the Study of Race and 
Equity in Education. 
 The all-black public schools of Mississippi, other Southern states, and urban 
regions present a conflict to the established school discipline literature. Schools with 
teachers and administrators who are representative of their students create lower 
levels of disproportionality.52,53 However, schools with high African American 
enrollment rates use punitive and harsh discipline (which is related to 
disproportionalities) at higher rates.54 When combining these two findings in a 
school staffed and attended nearly exclusively by African Americans, 
disproportionality should be assessed not in comparison to white rates but solely by 
                                                 
52 Mcloughlin, C. S., & Noltemeyer, A. “Research into factors contributing to discipline use 
and disproportionality in major urban schools.” Current Issues in Education 13(2010), 1-21. 
53 Rocha, R., & Hawes, D. “Racial diversity, representative bureaucracy, and equity in 
multicultural districts.” Social Science Quarterly 90 (2009), 326-344.  
54 Payne, A. A., & Welch, K. “Modeling the effects of racial threat on punitive and restorative 
school discipline practices.” Criminology, 48(2010), 1019-1062.  
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the rule of 10%, to test whether the mediating force of African American faculty or 
the exaggerating role of African American students is stronger. 
V. Implications 
Though disproportionalities alone cannot prove discrimination (intended or 
systemic), relative disproportionalities are troubling. Nonwhite students are referred 
to the office at higher rates than their white peers, suggesting possibly higher rates of 
disruptive behavior; however, these disproportionalities are vastly smaller than the 
disproportionalities for suspension or expulsion. This wider gap in applying 
exclusionary punishment, which is largely discretionary except in cases of weapons, 
alcohol, and drugs, is troubling as it allows for administrator bias. As mentioned 
previously, many states and school districts have zero-tolerance (automatic 
expulsion) policies for certain weapons, drugs, and violence-related offenses. 
Otherwise, the level of administrator discretion allowed and the matrix of which 
offenses qualify for suspension and/or expulsion varies at the district level.   
 Concern regarding disproportionate and discriminatory school disciplinary 
practices are not noteworthy simply on their own unjust accord: they have severe 
consequences on students’ academic futures. High rates of minority suspension and 
student perception of racial discrimination are associated with higher minority 
dropout rates than are average.55 Additionally, exclusionary discipline is strongly 
correlated to “poor academic achievement, grade retention, delinquency, and 
substance use.”56 In a longitudinal study that followed suspended and non-
                                                 
55 Felice, L. G. “Black student dropout behavior: Disengagement from school rejection and 
racial discrimination.” Journal of Negro Education 50 (1981), 415–424. 
56 Wallace et al.  
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suspended students with otherwise similar characteristics, the suspended students 
were almost five grade levels behind the non-suspended students after only two 
years; suspended students had lower pre-suspension achievement than non-
suspended students, but also made significantly less academic gains after suspension 
than their non-suspended peers.57 Students attending schools which widely use 
exclusionary measures also have lower academic achievement, even if they never 
interact with the disciplinary system. The effect of school-wide suspension levels on 
reading levels is significant: to the mean level of exclusionary discipline, there are 
modest gains in reading achievement, but after surpassing the mean level reading 
levels decline rapidly (scores are reduced to the 28th percentile from 54th percentile 
at the mean). Controlling for socioeconomic status and the number of offenses does 
not weaken the result. Controlling for violent offenses weakens the severity of the 
result (scores to reduced only to the 39th percentile), but does not lessen its 
significance. 58  
 
  
                                                 
57 Arcia, Emily. “Achievement and Enrollment Status of Suspended Students: Outcomes in a 
Large, Multicultural School District.” Education and Urban Society 38 (2006): 359-369.  
58 Perry, Brea and Edward Morris. “Suspending Progress: Collateral Consequences of 
Exclusionary Punishment in Public Schools.” American Sociological Review 79 (2014), 
1067-1087. 
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Methodology    
This research is completed in two parts, using three separate but complementary 
datasets. A dataset on the incidence of exclusionary discipline (corporal punishment, 
in-school suspension, out of school suspension, expulsion, referrals to law 
enforcement, and school-related arrests) at the district level was downloaded from 
the federal Department of Education’s Office of Civil Rights. All districts in the 
country have mandatory reporting of exclusionary discipline, per a 2014 Office of 
Management and Budget Action. The most recent school year for which this 
reporting was available was the 2013-2014 school year.59 This federally-sourced 
dataset is aggregated by racial/ethnic group and English language learner status. 
Though the dataset included the category “Hawaiian/Pacific Islander,” this group 
was wholly excluded from the study due to their insignificant presence in school 
populations.  
 Expounding upon this dataset is a set obtained from the Oxford School 
District, per a public information release request, detailing each disciplinary incident 
report for the 2013-2014 school year (per the federal dataset). These anonymized 
reports included repeat offender status, offense, race, economic disadvantage, IEP, 
disability, English language learner status, and punishment. The Oxford School 
District was chosen as a representative district due to its high overall academic 
achievement, largest achievement gap, and high disproportionalities in exclusionary 
                                                 
59 https://www.reginfo.gov/public/do/DownloadNOA?requestID=254842 
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punishment. In these respects, it speaks to equity concerns on multiple fronts, 
making its individual referral reports informative for broader questions on equity.  
 As per the 2015 Every Student Succeeds Act, the Mississippi Department of 
Education must release the performance gaps, aggregated for indicators historically 
correlated to achievement such as race and gender, of each district.60 The first year 
for which this data was publicly available was the 2015-2016 school year, so the 
achievement gaps for African American student, “minority-other,” economically 
disadvantaged, English language learner, and males were available through MDE.  
 The second dataset — that obtained from the Oxford School District — was 
sorted and coded such that repeat offenders were identified (their referrals were 
identified by the OSD central office by randomized student ID numbers, allowing for 
students committing repeat offenses to be identified) and offenses were sorted into 
subjective and objective offenses. The subjective/objective coding process utilized 
the definitions of objective and subjective offenses developed by Banderas, with the 
addition of modern offenses (electronic device violation and internet offense) to 
objective offenses.61 Banderas’ classifications did not include a code for “fighting,” 
but, given that Banderas and Oxford School District both included “battery on a 
student,” and “injury to a student,” with Banderas qualifying these offenses as 
objective and “physical aggression” and “physical contact” as subjective, “fighting” 
referrals were coded as subjective. Given that there were referrals for battery and 
injury, it is then rational to assume that these “fighting” incidents did not result in 
                                                 
60 https://www.ed.gov/essa 
61 Gustavo Garcia Banderas (2014). Objective versus Subjective Discipline Referrals in a 
School District. University of Oregon, Department of Educational Methodology, Policy, and 
Leadership. 
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injury and therefore are most similar to the non-injurious, subjective “physical 
aggression” and “physical contact.”  
 District-level data — the first and third datasets described — were then 
combined such that each districts’ disproportionalities in discipline and academic 
achievement could be analyzed in tandem. Two districts present in the 2015-2016 
achievement gap report, Midtown Public and Republic Charter, were not included in 
the final dataset as they did not yet exist in the 2013-2014 school year.  
 STATA was used for all descriptive statistics and statistical tests. For the 
district-level datasets, disproportionalities were calculated per racial/ethnic group 
and English language learner status per the method utilized by Smith and Harper: 
(percent of punished class composed of the subgroup)/ (percent of overall 
enrollment composed of the subgroup).  As STATA can exclude non-real and/or 
missing variables, STATA was used to calculate the average disproportional impacts 
per race, across punishments, at the district level. The disproportionalities for 
African American students were then used in conjunction with the achievement gap 
for African Americans to test in a linear regression model; the discipline 
disproportionality was the dependent variable and the achievement gap was the 
independent variable. Given the correlation between the level of African American 
students in a school population and the punitiveness of the school, the African 
American percent of the overall enrollment was also included as an independent 
variable.   
 For the Oxford School District dataset, STATA was used to create two-way 
frequency tables with measures of association for both offenses and offense types 
with respect to both race and economic disadvantage. Linear regressions, using 
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offense type as the dependent variable and race, economic disadvantage, and repeat 
offender status as the independent variables, were also computed in STATA. To 
accommodate STATA, all observations had to be recorded numerically. All races, 
offenses, and punishments, given their nonnumeric nature, were coded into dummy 
variables, such that they would become binary in representation. For race, White was 
the dummy variable (not represented); for offense, sexual offense was the dummy 
variable; for punishment, Saturday school was the dummy variable. White was 
chosen for the racial dummy because comparing racial outcomes relative to a white 
baseline is historically necessary, given the privilege afforded white students. Offense 
and punishment dummies were chosen at random, as there is no relevant baseline 
for comparison between punishments and offenses. Variables with two possible 
outcomes were coded into 0 and 1; for repeat offender status, 0 became nonrepeater 
and 1 became repeat offender. For gender, 0 became female and 1 male; for English 
language learner, o became yes and 1 became no. O was also yes for economic 
disadvantage (with 1 being no). Objective offenses were coded as 0, and subjective 
offenses as 1.  
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District-Level Data: Relationships between Academic Achievement and 
Discipline Disproportionalities 
I. District Characteristics  
There were 142 overall districts included in the dataset. Districts range in size from 
241 students (Coahoma AHS District) to 33,090 students (Desoto County School 
District), with an average size of 3,417 students. American Indian student 
populations reached a maximum of 10% of the district population, but averaged only 
0.25 percent of the enrolled population. Asian students comprised a similarly small 
subgroup, averaging only 0.7 percent of the district. Hispanic students composed a 
maximum of 25 percent of the district population; they averaged 2.6 percent of the 
overall population. African American students ranged from 2.8 to 100 percent of the 
district population, averaging 54 percent of the district population.62 White student 
enrollment ranged from 0 to 94 percent of district enrollment, averaging 41.9 
percent of district populations. English language learners, also known as limited 
English proficiency, ranged from 0 to 16 percent of district enrollment, and averaged 
1.6 percent of overall enrollment.  
 
 
                                                 
62 Claiborne County , Coahoma AHS, East Jasper Consolidated, Greenville Public, 
Hollandale, Holmes County, Jefferson County, Noxubee County, West Tallahatchie, and 
Wilkinson County School Districts are all over 98 percent African American.  
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II. Disproportionalities in Discipline, by Punishment 
 The disproportionate impacts, across punishment classes, are, on average, 
positively disproportional for African American students, and negatively 
disproportional for all other student subgroups. 
 Per the definitions established by Skiba, disproportionalities in discipline are 
significant if they differ by at least 10 percent of the subgroup’s observed population 
(ie. if Hispanics are 10 percent of the district, it is significant if they compose less 
than 9 percent or more than 11 percent of referrals or punishments).63,64  Given this 
definition, there are strong negative disproportionalities for Asian and Hispanic 
students, weaker negative disproportionalities for English language learner students, 
and the weakest negative disproportionality for white and multi-racial students, as 
seen in Table 4. For all of these student groups, punishment is far below the 0.9 
impact level, failing the proportionality test. American Indian students are roughly 
proportional in low-level punishments, and are very strongly underrepresented at 
high-level exclusionary punishments such as arrest. African American rates of 
punishment are at the 1.10 level for zero-tolerance expulsions, and exceed the 1.10 
proportionality test for every other punishment class. There are strong and 
consistent disproportionalities in exclusionary punishment at the district level, 
across districts.  
                                                 
63 Skiba, Russell, et al. “The color of discipline: Sources of racial and gender 
disproportionality in school punishment.” Urban Review 34 (2002), 317-342.  
64 This definition does allow for random variation to easily create statistical 
disproportionality in extremely small subgroups; this is largely the reason that 
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander observations are wholly excluded from the study, and American 
Indian observations are excluded from regressions.  
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 The student populations for American Indians, Asians, and multi-racial 
students are so small that — as in the case of Alcorn School District, where both 
American Indian male students were subject to in-school suspensions — the 
disproportionalities are easily skewed. For this reason, only disproportionalities in 
Hispanics, African Americans, Whites, and English language learners are used 
throughout the regressions.  
Table 4: Mean Disproportionate Impacts, by Race and Punishment Class 
 American 
Indian 
Asian Hispanic African 
American 
White Multi-Racial ELL 
Corporal 
Punishment 
1.09 0.14 0.44 1.50 0.68 0.77 0.25 
ISS 0.93 0.66 0.55 1.32 0.64 0.36 0.47 
Single 
Suspension 
0.86 0.36 0.69 1.41 0.71 0.91 0.59 
Repeat 
Suspension 
0.21 0.05 0.62 4.00 0.65 0.61 0.56 
Expulsion 0.50 0.96 0.33 1.38 0.67 20.35 0.08 
Zero-
Tolerance 
Expulsion 
2.36 0.13 0.16 1.10 0.97 * 0.09 
Referral to 
Law 
Enforcement 
0.36 0.29 0.32 1.45 0.63 0.17 0.68 
School-
Related Arrest 
0.08 0.02 0.27 1.87 0.57 * 0.09 
 
 
III. African Americans: Discipline and Achievement  
 Regressions for the relationship between the disproportionate impact per 
punishment, the academic achievement gap for African American students, and the 
percent of the district composed by African American students show there to be 
significant relationships, at the P=0.05 level, between disproportional impacts and 
achievement gaps for in-school suspensions and repeat suspensions. There is a 
significant and positive relationship between disproportionality in in-school 
suspensions and academic achievement (see Table 5), and a significant and negative 
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relationship between disproportionality in repeat suspensions and academic 
achievement gaps. 
Table 5: Regression Coefficients - Percent African American Enrollment, and African American Achievement Gap for ISS 
and Repeat Suspension 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Punishment  African American 
Achievement Gap  
% of African American 
Students  
Constant  
In-School Suspension  0.0111927 
(p=0.003) 
-0.0053616 
(p= 0.000)  
1.366018 
(p= 0.000) 
Repeat Suspension  -.6590775  
(p= 0.025) 
-0.2243534 
(p= 0.021)  
30.23831 
(p= 0.002)  
 
 
 There are positive, but insignificant, relationships between single suspension 
disproportionality and academic achievement gaps (see Table 6), expulsion 
disproportionality and academic achievement gaps, zero tolerance expulsion 
disproportionality and academic achievement gaps, and referrals to law enforcement 
officers and academic achievement gaps. Each outcome except for repeat 
suspensions coincides with the literature, as there is a well-documented positive 
relationship between the incidence of exclusionary punishment and lessened 
academic outcomes. 
Table 6: Regression  Coefficients - Percent African American Enrollment, African American Achievement Gap 
 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Punishment  African American 
Achievement Gap  
% of African American 
Students  
Constant  
Single Suspension  .0045625 
(p= 0.251) 
-.0114141 
(p= 0.000)  
1.915931 
(p= 0.000) 
Expulsion .0138594  
(p= 0.258) 
-.007006 
(p= 0.090)  
1.459927 
(p= 0.000)  
Zero-Tolerance 
Expulsions  
.0176606 
(p= 0.331)  
.0003731 
(p= 0.953)  
.6590634 
(p= 0.276)  
Referrals to Law 
Enforcement  
.0028114 
(p= 0.825)  
-0.0084809 
(p= 0.044)  
1.814509 
(p= 0.000)  
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 There are significant and negative relationships between disproportionality in 
discipline and the percentage of the district that is African American for in-school 
suspensions (see Table 7), repeat suspensions (see Table 7), corporal punishment 
(see Table 7), single suspensions (see Table 6), referrals to law enforcement officers 
(see Table 6), and school-related arrests (see Table 7).  
Table 7: Regression Coefficients - Percent African American Enrollment, African American Achievement Gap 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Punishment  African American 
Achievement Gap  
% of African American 
Students  
Constant  
In-School Suspension  0.0111927 
(p=0.003) 
-0.0053616 
(p= 0.000)  
1.366018 
(p= 0.000) 
Repeat Suspension  -.6590775  
(p= 0.025) 
-0.2243534 
(p= 0.021)  
30.23831 
(p= 0.002)  
Corporal Punishment  -.0143245 
(p= 0.408)  
-0.0186642 
(p= 0.001) 
2.758316 
(p= 0.000) 
School-Related Arrest   -.0178771  
(p= 0.479) 
 -.0298055 
(p= 0.001)  
3.773338 
(p= 0.000) 
 
 However, if the regression is inverted — such that the achievement gap 
becomes the dependent variable, impacted by the African American enrollment 
composition and the disproportionate impact of a punishment on the African 
American population, mimicking the research of Perry and Morris— fewer 
significant relationships exist.65 For achievement gaps as a function of in-school 
suspension disproportionality and enrollment percentage, the disciplinary 
disproportionality is a positive and significant predictor. Enrollment composition 
                                                 
65 This model — with educational outcomes as the result of the school’s racial climate — is 
also encouraged by Arcia, whose research traced educational attainment as effected by 
suspension. Further, exploring achievement and impacts as both independent and 
dependent variables allows for consideration of whether low educational attainment leads to 
misbehavior (and exclusionary punishment) or if exclusionary punishment leads to lower 
educational attainment.  
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(percentage African American) is negatively related, but not significantly so (see 
Table 8).  
Table 8: Regression Coefficients -In-school suspension Impact on African Americans, Percent African American 
Enrollment 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Achievement ISS Impact on African 
Americans  
% of African American 
Students  
Constant  
African American 
Achievement Gap  
6.402952 
(p= 0.003)  
-.0405941 
(p= 0.190) 
15.84358 
(p= 0.000) 
 
 Continuing the inversion of the regression, with the African American 
achievement gap as the dependent variable and disproportionalities in punishment 
and enrollment composition as the independent variables, disproportionalities in 
many punishment classes are positively related to achievement gaps, if not 
significantly so.  Single suspensions, expulsions, zero-tolerance expulsions, and 
referrals to law enforcement officers are positively, but not significantly, related to 
achievement gaps (see Table 9, 10, 11, and 12).  When African American achievement 
gaps are the dependent variable, the percent of student enrollment composed by 
African American students is not significantly related to the achievement gap when 
considered with single suspensions, zero-tolerance expulsions, or referrals to law 
enforcement.  
Table 9: Regression Coefficients - Single Suspension, Percent African American Enrollment 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Achievement Single Suspension 
Impact on African 
Americans  
% of African American 
Students  
Constant  
African American 
Achievement Gap  
2.36553 
(p= 0.251)  
-.0495344 
(p= 0.185) 
21.53858 
(p= 0.000) 
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Table 10: Regression Coefficients - Zero-Tolerance Expulsion, Percent African American Enrollment 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Achievement Zero-Tolerance 
Expulsion Impact on 
African Americans  
% of African American 
Students  
Constant  
African American 
Achievement Gap  
1.842616 
(p= 0.331)  
  -.0330776 
(p= 0.611) 
24.04894 
(p= 0.000)  
 
Table 11: Regression Coefficients - Referrals to Law Enforcement, Percent African American Enrollment 
 
 When testing the above punishments (referrals to law enforcement, zero-
tolerance expulsion, and single suspensions), neither the enrollment composition 
nor the disproportionate impact were significantly related to achievement gaps. The 
enrollment composition becomes a significant factor of African American 
achievement gaps when analyzed in conjunction with disproportionalities in 
expulsions (Table 12).  
Table 12: Regression  Coefficients- Expulsion, Percent African American Enrollment 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Achievement Expulsion Impact on 
African Americans  
% of African American 
Students  
Constant  
African American 
Achievement Gap  
1.194776 
(p= 0.258) 
  -.0967733     
(p= 0.011) 
24.87731 
(p= 0.000) 
 
 
 When the African American achievement gap is analyzed solely as a function 
of the disproportional disciplinary gaps, the relationship is strongly positive and 
highly significant for single suspensions and in-school suspensions (see Tables 13 
and 14). As the coefficients for the impacts become substantially larger and 
significance increases once the enrollment composition is removed from the 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Achievement Referral to Law 
Enforcement Impact on 
African Americans  
% of African American 
Students  
Constant  
African American 
Achievement Gap  
2832822 
(p= 0.825)  
 -.0440767 
(p= 0.304)  
24.96682 
(p= 0.000)  
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regression, this suggests that enrollment composition and disproportionate impact 
may be related (given their similar positive effects on achievement gaps).  
Table 13: Regression Coefficients -In-school Suspension 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Achievement ISS Impact on African Americans  Constant  
African American Achievement 
Gap  
7.608853 
(p= 0.000)  
12.21449 
(p= 0.000)  
 
Table 14: Regression Coefficients- Single Suspensions 
 
 
The relationship between disproportionalities and enrollment composition 
suggested above is tested in a regression using average disproportionate impact, 
across punishments, as the dependent variable with enrollment composition as the 
independent variable. As seen in Table 15, the relationship is significant, but is very 
slightly negative; this is counter to expectations that the two variables would be 
positively related. This is also counter to the literature, which indicates that 
exclusionary punishment increases as schools contain higher compositions of 
minority students. 
Table 15: Regression  Coefficients- African American Enrollment, Disproportionate Impact on African Americans  
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Impacts % of African American Students Constant  
Average Impact on African 
Americans 
-.0295012 
(p= 0.005)  
3.3772 
(p= 0.000) 
 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Achievement Single Suspension Impact on 
African Americans  
Constant  
African American Achievement 
Gap  
4.138828 
(p= 0.009)  
16.52575 
(p= 0.000)  
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 Across all punishment classes, the percent of African American enrollment is 
negatively related to African American achievement gaps (see Tables 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 
16, 17, and 18). As in the original regression (disproportionality in discipline as a 
function of academic gaps), this negative relationship is at a disjoint with the existing 
literature, which suggests that increases in the percent African American enrollment 
should correlate to gaps.  
Table 16: Regression Coefficients - Corporal Punishment, Percent African American Enrollment 
 
Table 17: Regression Coefficients- Repeat Suspension, Percent African American Enrollment 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Achievement Repeat Suspension 
Impact on African 
Americans  
% of African American 
Students  
Constant  
African American 
Achievement Gap  
-.0639436   
(p= 0.025) 
-.0951888 
(p= 0.001) 
27.64202 
(p= 0.000) 
 
Table 18: Regression Coefficient - School-Related Arrests, Percent African American Enrollment 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Achievement School Related Arrest 
Impact on African 
Americans  
% of African American 
Students  
Constant  
African American 
Achievement Gap  
-.6399846   
(p= 0.479) 
 -.0483274 
(p= 0.388) 
27.95885 
(p= 0.000) 
 
 The averaged disproportionate impacts of different exclusionary punishments 
on African American students at the district level create a new variable, “AAimpact.” 
A regression using the African American achievement gap as the dependent variable 
and “AAimpact” and the percent enrollment composed of African Americans as 
independent variables displays negative and significant relationships between both 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Achievement Corporal Punishment 
Impact on African 
Americans  
% of African American 
Students  
Constant  
African American 
Achievement Gap  
 -.5098205  
(p= 0.408) 
-.0990253  
(p= 0.003) 
27.70098 
(p= 0.000) 
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average disproportionate impact and enrollment composition and African American 
achievement gaps, at the P=0.05 level (see Table 19). If the percent African American 
enrollment is not included in the regression, the coefficient for average 
disproportionate impact falls to -0.29 (maintaining the inverse relationship). These 
findings are unexpected; given the wide literature on the effects of exclusionary 
punishment on achievement, exaggerated exclusionary punishment would be 
expected to have exaggerated effects achievement. 
Table 19: Regression Coefficient- Average Impact on African Americans, Percent African American Enrollment 
 
IV. Economic Disadvantage, Race, Achievement Gaps, and Disproportionate 
Discipline 
 Federally available data on exclusionary punishments are only aggregated by 
race and English language learner status, not economic disadvantage, so analysis is 
inherently limited. Further, the federal datasets do not include the percentage of 
each district qualifying as economically disadvantaged, so the percent economically 
disadvantaged cannot be used as a control. 
 A regression using the achievement gap for economically disadvantaged 
students as the dependent variable and the average disproportionate impact on 
African American students and percent enrollment composed by African Americans 
as independent variables yields a negative and insignificant relationship between 
African American disproportionate impacts and the achievement gap for 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Achievement Average Impact on 
African Americans 
% of African American 
Students  
Constant  
African American 
Achievement Gap  
 -.4398004  
(p= 0.030) 
 -.0920207   
(0.002) 
27.89447 
(p= 0.000) 
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economically disadvantaged students and a negative and significant relationship 
between the percent of a school composed of African Americans and the 
achievement gap for economically disadvantaged students (see Table 20).  
Table 20: Regression - Economically Disadvantaged Achievement Gap, Average Impact on African Americans, Percent 
African American Enrollment 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Achievement Average Impact on 
African Americans 
% of African American 
Students  
Constant  
Economically 
Disadvantaged 
Achievement Gap  
-.3915018  
(p= 0.108) 
 -.3261122   
(p= 0.000) 
30.43238 
(p= 0.000) 
  
 The above findings alone are inconclusive as to whether race is an insufficient 
proxy for economic disadvantage, or whether disproportionalities in punishment 
truly do negatively relate to achievement gaps. Considering the above findings (Table 
20) in conjunction with Table 19 suggests that race is indeed an effective proxy for 
economic disadvantage, at least when considering Mississippi. African American 
enrollment composition and disproportionalities in punishment were both 
negatively related to African American achievement gaps, as they were to economic 
disadvantage achievement gaps. The effectiveness of race as a proxy for economic 
disadvantage when considering relationships between punishment and achievement 
is reinforced by a regression using African American achievement gaps as the 
dependent variable, informed by the economic disadvantage achievement gap and 
the percent African American enrollment. Economic disadvantage achievement gaps 
relate positively and significantly (P=0.000) to achievement gaps for African 
Americans (see Table 21). Contrary to previous regressions showing African 
American enrollment to be negatively related to achievement gaps, enrollment was 
positively related to African American achievement gaps (though insignificantly).  
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Table 21: Regression Coefficient- Economic Disadvantage Achievement Gap, Percent African American Enrollment 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Achievement Economically 
Disadvantaged 
Achievement Gap  
% of African American 
Students  
Constant  
African American 
Achievement Gap  
4469855 
(p= 0.000) 
0489769 
(p= 0.102) 
13.85728 
(0.000) 
 
V. District Rating, Achievement Gaps, and Disproportionate Discipline 
 When districts are grouped by rating (A-F), and regressions are then 
calculated for impacts in in-school suspension with respect to African American 
achievement gap and percent of African American enrollment, the overall positive 
and significant relationship between achievement gap and in-school suspension 
disappears, as does the significant negative relationship between percent of African 
American enrollment and in-school suspension.6667 In A-rated districts, neither 
enrollment composition nor achievement gaps significantly relate to 
disproportionality in in-school suspension (see Table 22). In B-rated districts, the 
achievement gap is positively and significantly related to in-school suspension 
disproportionality; the enrollment composition is not significantly related to 
discipline impact (see Table 22). C- and D-rated districts exhibit only significant and 
negative correlations between the percent of enrollment composed by African 
American students and disproportionality, with no significant relationships between 
achievement gaps and disciplinary impacts in in-school suspension (see Tables 22). 
F-rated districts most severely invert the aggregated relationships in in-school 
                                                 
66 Ratings are determined by the Mississippi Department of Education based on results from 
the 2015-2016 Mississippi Assessment Program tests in ELA and math for grades 3-8 and 
high school, growth in learning standards, and four-year graduation rates. 
67 http://www.mde.k12.ms.us/TD/news/2016/10/20/mde-releases-school-district-
performance-labels-for-2015-16-school-year 
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suspensions for enrollment and achievement: percentage of African American 
enrollment is positively and significantly related to in-school suspension 
disproportionality, and achievement gaps are negatively and significantly related to 
disciplinary disproportionality (see Table 22). The vastly different outcomes for 
different tiers of schools suggest vast variances in school climate; only the F-rated 
schools coincide with the literature, following the pattern of increased African 
American enrollment correlating to increases in disproportionality. All of the 
coefficients, across district ratings, are so low (0.03 for the achievement gap for B 
districts is the largest) that the correlations are not particularly strong.  
Table 22: Regression Coefficients - African American Achievement Gap, Percent African American Enrollment  
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Punishment  African American 
Achievement Gap  
% of African American 
Students  
Constant  
“A” schools, ISS impact 
on African Americans  
  .006463   
(p= 0.765) 
   .0080914  
(p= 0.584) 
1.260883 
(p= 0.066) 
“B” schools, ISS impact 
on African Americans  
  .037472  
(p= 0.003) 
-.0044665   
(p= 0.405) 
.6237462  
(p= 0.019) 
“C” schools, ISS impact 
on African Americans  
.0026623  
(p= 0.621) 
-.0113349 
(p= 0.000) 
1.945378 
(p= 0.000) 
“D” schools, ISS impact 
on African Americans  
 .0022154  
(p= 0.395) 
-.0037402  
(p= 0.009) 
1.380109 
(p= 0.000) 
“F” schools, ISS impact 
on African Americans  
-.0056731    
(p= 0.048) 
.0150497  
(p= 0.045) 
-.3136022  
(p= 0.609) 
 
 When the regression is inverted, such that the African American achievement 
gap becomes the dependent variable impacted by the African American percent of 
enrollment and the disproportionate impact of in-school suspensions on African 
Americans, “B”-rated schools show display significance for both the enrollment 
composition and the disciplinary disproportionalities (see Table 23). In the climate 
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of B- and D- rated schools, increases in disciplinary disproportionalities have the 
largest effects on achievement gaps (though the coefficient for D-rated schools is not 
significant at the P=0.05 level). As teachers and administrators adjust to MDE 
guidelines adopted after the passage of ESSA, low-performing districts who need to 
close achievement gaps should create an awareness of the impact of disproportionate 
discipline on achievement.  
Table 23: Regression - “B-districts”, African American Achievement Gap, African American Enrollment 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Achievement ISS Impact on African 
Americans 
% of African American 
Students  
Constant  
“B” district, African 
American Achievement 
Gap  
6.173039 
(p= 0.003) 
  .2064147  
(p= 0.001) 
10.22606 
(p= 0.002) 
 
 
VI. English Language Learners: Discipline and Achievement 
Regressions, using the achievement gap for English language learners (synonymous 
with Limited English Proficiency for the purposes of this study) as the dependent 
variable and the disproportionate impact of punishment on English language 
learning students as the independent variable show there to be consistent and 
positive relationships between disproportionalities and achievement gaps. This 
relationship is strongly significant at the P=0.05 level for repeat suspensions (see 
Table 24), and is nearly significant for corporal punishment and school-related 
arrests. If sorted by district rating, no rating has significant self-contained 
relationships between English language learner achievement gaps and disciplinary 
gaps; this suggests that, unlike race, these attitudes and outcomes for English 
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language learners are not consistent, systemic components of district culture across 
the state.  
Table 24: Regression - English-Language Learner Achievement Gap, Repeat Suspension 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Achievement Repeat Suspension Impact on 
ELL 
Constant  
ELL Achievement Gap  4.829893 
(p= 0.027)  
13.26627 
(p= 0.000) 
 
 A regression using the average disproportionate impact on ELL students 
across exclusionary punishments as the independent variable for the ELL 
achievement gap, the relationship is positive, but insignificant (see Table 25). 
However, the average ELL impact is still more significant than the percent of the 
student body composed of ELL students.  
Table 25: Regression - English-Language Learner Achievement Gap, English-Language Learner Disproportionate Impact, 
Percent English-Language Learner  
 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Achievement Average Impact on ELL  % ELL Students  Constant  
ELL Achievement Gap  2.286319 
(p= 0.217)  
  .3330774   . 
(p= 0.605) 
12.86592 
(p= 0.000)  
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Oxford School District: Case Study  
Oxford School District was home to 4,016 students in the 2013-2014 school year: 
2,143 white students (1,130 males and 1,013 females), 1,510 black students (770 
males and 740 females), 150 Hispanic students (81 males and 69 females), 146 Asian 
students (79 males and 67 females), 49 students of two or more races (27 males and 
22 females), and 14 American Indian or Alaska Native students (8 males and 6 
females). In sum, the district is 53 percent white, 38 percent black, 4 percent 
Hispanic, 4 percent Asian, 1.2 percent multiracial, and 0.3 percent American 
Indian.68 As cited above, the district is also home to the largest academic 
achievement gap in English Language Arts, with 51.7 percent less black students 
scoring “proficient” than their white peers (e.g. if 80 percent of all white students in 
OSD scored proficient, 28.3 percent of all black students in OSD scored proficient).69 
Over the 2013-2014 school year, there were 2,193 discipline referrals filed in the 
Oxford School District. 
 Of these offenses, 25.38 percent were objective offenses and 74.62 percent 
were subjective offenses (see Table 26). Within the objective offenses, 55.32 percent 
were committed by black students, 37.48 percent were committed by white students, 
and 3.24 percent were committed by Hispanic students. Within the subjective 
offenses, 75.25 percent were committed by black students, 17.88 percent were 
committed by white students, and 3.80 percent were committed by Hispanic 
students. Overall, 70 percent of offenses were committed by black students, and 22.9 
percent of offenses were committed by white students.  
                                                 
68 OCR report  
69 MDE report  
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Table 26: Two-Way frequency table - Race and Offense Type  
                |     Offense Type
 Ethnicity |     Objective      Subjective |  Total 
-----------+----------------------+---------- 
  White |       208       292 |       500  
           |     41.60        58.40 |    100.00  
           |     37.48      17.89 |     22.86  
           |      9.51        13.35 |     22.86  
-----------+----------------------+---------- 
Black |       307      1,228 |     1,535  
           |     20.00      80.00 |    100.00  
           |     55.32       75.25 |     70.19  
           |     14.04     56.15 |     70.19  
 
Hispanic | 18            62 |        80  
           |     22.50      77.50 |    100.00  
           |      3.24          3.80 |      3.66  
           |      0.82           2.83 |      3.66  
-----------+----------------------+---------- 
Asian |        16               28 |        44  
           |     36.36        63.64 |    100.00  
           |      2.88        1.72 |      2.01  
           |      0.73             1.28 |      2.01  
-----------+----------------------+---------- 
Multi-|      6               22 |        28  
Racial|     21.43      78.57 |    100.00  
           |      1.08         1.35 |      1.28  
           |      0.27                          1.01 |      1.28  
-----------+----------------------+---------- 
     Total |       555         1,632 |     2,187  
           |     25.38         74.62 |    100.00  
           |    100.00        100.00 |    100.00  
           |     25.38         74.62 |    100.00 
 
 African American students committed 70 percent of all offenses, despite 
composing only 38 percent of the student body. The disproportionality is even wider 
in subjective offenses, for which black students commit 75.1 percent of referred 
incidents. Borrowing the disproportionality metric of Skiba used in the above 
district-level analysis, there is a disproportionate impact in subjective offenses at 1.9 
times the African American presence in the student composition. Using the Oxford 
School District referral data to understand the omnipresent positive punishment 
disproportionalities seen in the district -level data, differences in subjective 
punishments, as in the literature, explain much of vastly higher rates of African-
American punishment. Though African-American students in the Oxford School 
District are still referred at disproportionate rates of objective offenses 
(disproportionate impact of 1.45), the disproportionality is strongest for subjective 
offenses. Subjective offenses comprise 76.1 percent of all African American referrals 
in the Oxford School District. There are, however, no similar disproportionate 
impacts for Hispanic students, who compose 3.7 percent of the student population 
| Key                | 
|--------------------| 
|     frequency      | 
|   row percentage   | 
| column percentage  | 
|  cell percentage  | 
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while committing 3.2 percent of objective and 3.8 percent of subjective offenses; 
both of these offense levels are within the 10 percent bound set by Skiba.  
 A linear regression using offense type as the dependent variable and race 
dummies and economic disadvantage as the independent variables displays positive 
and significant relationships between subjective offense referrals and African 
American identity, Hispanic identity, and economic disadvantage at the P=0.05 level 
(see Table 27). As subjective offenses are 1 (positive), the positive coefficients for 
blackness, Hispanic identity, and economic disadvantage show that identifying as 
any of these lead to subjective, over objective, referrals. This coincides with findings 
in existing literature.  
Table 27: Regression for Offense Type by Race and Economic Disadvantage 
Dependent 
Variable 
Independent Variables  
Offense Type 
(Subjective v. 
Objective)  
African 
American  
Hispanic Asian  Multi-Racial  Economic 
Disadvantage 
Constant  
Offense Type 
(1=Subjective
)  
.1734119   
(p= 0.000) 
 .1449898   
(p= 0.006) 
0.0552693 
(p= 0.408) 
.1521753  
(p= 0.069) 
 -.08592  
(p= 0.000) 
 .6396762   . 
(p= 0.000) 
 
 When racial groups are aggregated, and regressions using offense type as the 
dependent variable and economic disadvantage as the independent variable are run 
within each racial group, economic disadvantage becomes significantly and 
negatively related to offense type only within white and Hispanic subgroups. As 0 
means “economically disadvantaged” and 1 means “not economically 
disadvantaged,” and 0 translates to objective offense while 1 is subjective, this 
negative relationship shows that becoming economically disadvantaged is related to 
subjective referrals in a significant manner within these racial groups (see Table 28 
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for reference). While the negative relationship exists for all subgroups, it is only 
significant within white and Hispanic groups.  
Table 28: Regression Coefficients within Racial Groups, Offense Type and Economic Disadvantage 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Offense Type (Subjective v. 
Objective)  
Economic Disadvantage Constant  
White, Offense Type  -0.1684905 
(p= 0.000) 
.6931818 
(p= 0.000) 
African American, Offense Type  -.0290412   
(p= 0.305) 
   .804465    
(p= 0.000) 
Hispanic, Offense Type   -.372457 
(p= 0.011) 
  .8169014  
(p= 0.000) 
 
 
II. Specific Offenses, Race, Repeat Offender Status, and Economic Disadvantage  
 Regressions relating specific offenses (as the dependent variable) to race, 
economic disadvantage, and repeat offender status show that offenses interact with 
these variables in largely along racial and repeat offender lines. 
  Felony weapon charges are negatively and significantly related to blackness, 
meaning that relative to white students (the dummy) African American students are 
significantly less likely to be referred for weapons-related offenses (see Table 29). 
This relationship maintains significance when repeat offender status or gender is 
added to the regression, but not when economic disadvantage is factored as an 
independent variable.  
Table 29: Regression Coefficient- Felony Weapons Offense and Race 
Dependent 
Variable 
Independent Variables  
Offense African 
American  
Hispanic Asian  Multi-Racial  Constant  
Weapon - 
Felony  
-0.0060443 
(p= 0.038) 
  -.008 
(p= 0.240)  
 -.008   
(p= 0.368)  
-.008   
(p= 0.466)  
 .008   
(p= 0.002)  
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 Similar to weapons offenses, blackness is significantly and negatively related 
to possession of controlled substances referrals; this means that, relative to students, 
black students are less related to controlled substances referrals (see Table 30). 
Possession of controlled substances referrals are not related to repeat offender status 
or economic disadvantage, though blackness (compared to whiteness) does maintain 
its significance when repeat offender status is also incorporated as an independent 
variable along with race.  
Table 30: Regression Coefficient: Possession of Controlled Substances and Race  
Dependent 
Variable 
Independent Variables  
Offense African 
American  
Hispanic Asian  Multi-Racial  Repeat 
Offender 
Status  
Constant  
Possession 
of Controlled 
Substances  
-0.0043279 
(p= 0.006)  
 -.004209  
(p= 0.248)  
 -.0039868   
(p= 0.402)  
-.004298  
(p= 0.464) 
0.0019172 
(p= 0.236) 
 .0027231  
(p= 0.115)  
 
 Electronic device referrals are negatively and significantly related to repeat 
offender status and African American, Hispanic, or multiracial status.  These 
referrals are positively and significantly related to economic disadvantage; as “1” is 
coded to not economically disadvantaged, this positive coefficient shows electronic 
device referrals happen within the purview of financially secure students.  These 
factors maintain their significance when combined as multiple independent variables 
in a single regression, as seen in Table 31.  
Table 31: Regression Coefficients- Electronic Device Violation and Race 
Dependent 
Variable 
Independent Variables  
Offense African 
American  
Hispanic Asian  Multi-Racial  Repeat 
Offender 
Status  
Economic 
Disadvantage  
Constant  
Electronic 
Device 
Violation 
-0.1230368 
(p= 0.000)  
-.0973894  
(p= 0.009) 
 .0442543  
(p=0.350) 
 -.1160722  
(p= 0.050) 
 -.1577939  
(p= 0.000) 
  .0623922  
(p= 0.000) 
0.3126606 
(p= 0.000) 
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 Missing ID referrals are also significantly and negatively related to blackness, 
showing that relative to black students, white students are more likely to be referred 
for this offense (Table 32). Missing ID referrals are not significantly related to repeat 
offender status; they are related to economic disadvantage with a slightly positive 
coefficient (coef. = 0.0081), showing that non-disadvantaged students are associated 
with missing ID referrals. However, when race and economic disadvantage are 
factored as independent variables in the same regression, both descriptors lose their 
significance.  
Table 32: Regression Coefficients- Missing ID Offense, Race and Economic Disadvantage 
Dependent 
Variable 
Independent Variables  
Offense African 
American  
Hispanic Asian  Multi-Racial  Economic 
Disadvantage 
Constant  
Missing ID    -.0073924  
(p=  0.025 ) 
-0.01 
(p= 0.195 ) 
-0.01 
(p= 0.321 ) 
-0.01 
(p=  0.421 ) 
* 0.01 
(p= 0.000) 
Missing ID  * * * * 0.0080918 
(p=  0.008 ) 
.0018916 
(p= 0.239 ) 
 
 Referrals for dress code violations are negatively and significantly related to 
race, though not to repeat offender status or economic disadvantage. The negative 
coefficients for African American and Hispanic students show that, relative to white 
students, these racial/ethnic groups are less associated with dress code offenses (see 
Table 33). Race loses its significance when simultaneously tested with economic 
disadvantage and repeat offender status.  
Table 33: Regression Coefficients- Dress Code and Race  
Dependent 
Variable 
Independent Variables  
Offense African 
American  
Hispanic Asian  Multi-Racial  Constant  
Dress Code -.0157914  
(p= 0.044) 
-0.036 
(p= 0.050 ) 
-0.0132727 
(p= 0.579) 
.0354286  
(p=  0.231) 
.036  
(p=  0.000 ) 
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 The “profanity” offense is significantly related to race; blackness is positively 
and significantly related to profanity referrals, as is Asian status, relative to 
whiteness. Repeat offender status is also positively and significantly related to 
profanity referrals (see Table 34). When race and repeat offender status are factored 
together, African American and Asian status retain their significance, but repeat 
offender status does not.  
Table 34: Regression Coefficients - Profanity Offense, Race and Repeat Offender Status  
Dependent 
Variable 
Independent Variables  
Offense African 
American  
Hispanic Asian  Multi-Racial  Repeat 
Offender 
Constant  
Profanity    .0366701 
(p= 0.001) 
 .0155   
(p= 0.555) 
 .0916364    
(p=  0.008) 
 .0137143  
(p=  0.746) 
*   .022   
(p=  0.024) 
Profanity  * * * *   .0247575    
(p= 0.031) 
   .0307018 
(p= 0.003) 
 
 Referrals for disruptive behavior are also positively and significantly related 
to certain racial groups (African American and multiracial) and to repeat offender 
status. These referrals are negatively and significantly related to economic 
disadvantage; as “yes” is coded to “0,” this shows that qualifying as economically 
disadvantaged is positively related to disruptive behavior referrals. When these 
factors are combined in a single regression, being African American, multiracial, or a 
repeat offender maintain their significance; economic disadvantage does not (see 
Table 35).  
Table 35: Regression - Disruptive Behavior, Race, Repeat Offender Status, and Economic Disadvantage  
Dependent 
Variable 
Independent Variables  
Offense African 
American  
Hispanic Asian  Multi-
Racial  
Repeat 
Offender 
Economic 
Disadvantage 
Constant  
Disruptive 
behavior  
  .0444472   
(p= 0.019) 
  .0399098 
(p= 0.317) 
 -.077551 
(p= 0.125) 
 .162559  
(p=  0.010) 
   .047468   
(p= 0.006) 
 -.0035783  
(p= 0.839) 
 .048705 
(p=  0.027) 
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 Similar to disruptive behavior referrals, referrals for disrespectful behavior 
are positively and significantly related to race and repeat offender status and 
negatively and significantly related to economic disadvantage, showing a positive 
relationship between being disadvantaged and referral (see Table 36). Only 
blackness is significantly related to disruptive behavior, between racial groups. When 
race, repeat offender status, and economic disadvantage are factored as three 
independent variables in a single regression, only race retains its significance.  
Table 36: Regression - Disrespectful Behavior 
Dependent 
Variable 
Independent Variables  
Offense African 
American  
Hispanic Asian  Multi-
Racial  
Repeat 
Offender 
Economic 
Disadvantage 
Constant  
Disrespectful 
behavior  
 .0883963 
(p= 0.000) 
2.83E-15 
(p= 1.000) 
.0363636   
(p= 0.527) 
 -.1  
(p= 0.159) 
* * .1  
(p= 0.000) 
Disrespectful 
behavior  
* * * *  .0404581  
(p= 0.037) 
* .129386 
(p= 0.000) 
Disrespectful 
behavior  
* * * * * -.0596694 
(p= 0.001) 
.1778058  
(p= 0.000) 
 
 Again mirroring disruptive behavior and disrespectful behavior, “defiance of 
authority” referrals are significantly and positively related to race and repeat 
offender status and significantly and negatively related to economic disadvantage 
(see Table 37). Among races, only African Americans show a significant and positive 
relationship with defiance of authority referrals. Only repeat offender status 
maintains its significance when the variables are factored in one regression.  
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Table 37: Regression - Defiance of Authority, Race, Repeat Offender Status, and Economic Disadvantage  
Dependent 
Variable 
Independent Variables  
Offense African 
American  
Hispanic Asian  Multi-
Racial  
Repeat 
Offender 
Economic 
Disadvantage 
Constant  
Defiance of 
Authority 
 .0291447  
(p= 0.016) 
 .012  
(p= 0.672) 
-.038 
(p= 0.305) 
 .0691429  
(p=  0.131) 
* *  .038 
(p=  0.000) 
Defiance of 
Authority 
* * * *    .0468166  
(p=  0.000) 
*    .0219298  
(p=   0.046) 
Defiance of 
Authority 
* * * * *  -.0262708  
(p= 0.020) 
  .0662043   
(p=   0.000) 
 
 Referrals for battery on a student are positively and significantly related to 
race; Hispanic students are the only racial/ethnic group displaying a significant 
relationship with these referrals (see Table 38). Battery on a student referrals are not 
significantly related to repeat offender status or economic disadvantage. When the 
three independent variables are combined in a single regression, Hispanic status 
retains its significance.  
Table 38: Regression Coefficients- Battery on a Student and Race 
Dependent 
Variable 
Independent Variables  
Offense African 
American  
Hispanic Asian  Multi-Racial  Constant  
Battery on a 
Student 
-0.006133 
(p= 0.187) 
0.0255 
(p= 0.019) 
-0.012 
(p=   0.398) 
-0.012 
(p= 0.494) 
0.012 
(p= 0.003) 
 
 In a similar fashion as above, battery on staff referrals are only positively and 
significantly related to a single racial group: multiracial (see Table 39). Repeat 
offender status and economic disadvantage do not present significant relationships 
with battery on staff referrals. In a single regression including all three variables, 
multiracial status retains its significant relationship to battery on staff referrals.  
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Table 39: Regression Coefficients-  Battery on Staff and Race   
Dependent 
Variable 
Independent Variables  
Offense African 
American  
Hispanic Asian  Multi-Racial  Constant  
Battery on Staff 0.003867 
(p=  0.309) 
0.0105 
(p= 0.238) 
-0.002 
(p= 0.863) 
0.0337143 
(p= 0.019) 
0.002 
(p= 0.545) 
 
 The only offense for which Asian students display a significant relationship is 
academic dishonestly (see Table 40). Theirs is the sole significant relationship 
between academic dishonesty and other factors (race, economic disadvantage, repeat 
offender status).  
Table 40: Regression Coefficients-  Academic Dishonesty and Race  
Dependent 
Variable 
Independent Variables  
Offense African 
American  
Hispanic Asian  Multi-Racial  Constant  
Academic 
Dishonesty 
0.0090821 
(p= 0.064) 
-0.002 
(p=  0.861) 
0.0434545 
(p= 0.004) 
-0.002 
(p= 0.914) 
0.002 
(p=  0.638) 
 
 Verbal threat referrals are not significantly related to race or repeat offender 
status, but are to economic disadvantage (see Table 41). This significance does not 
remain when the variables are collapsed into a single regression.  
Table 41: Regression Coefficients - Verbal Threat and Economic Disadvantage 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Offense Economic Disadvantage Constant  
Verbal Threat 0.0109118 
(p= 0.050) 
 .0107188  
(p= 0.000) 
 
 Referrals for fighting, though not significantly related to race or economic 
disadvantage status, are negatively and significantly related to repeat offender status 
(see Table 42). Given that repeat offenders are coded as “1,” this shows single-offense 
students having a positive relationship with fighting referrals. Similarly, referrals for 
excessive tardies are only significantly and positively related to single-offense 
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students; a negative and significant relationship exists between repeat offender 
status and excessive tardies (see Table 31). 
Table 42: Regression - Fighting and Excessive Tardies, Repeat Offender Status 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Offense Repeat Offender Status Constant  
Fighting -0.0313631 
(p=   0.001) 
  .0614035 
(p=   0.000) 
Excessive Tardies  -.0313745  
(p= 0.000) 
  .0504386 
(p= 0.000) 
 
 Though not significant at the P=0.05 level, referrals for refusal to work are 
nearly significant in relation to repeat offender status (P=0.08). Referrals for 
vandalism, unauthorized absences, stealing, sexual harassment. possession of drug 
paraphernalia, physical aggression, internet violations, gang paraphernalia, 
disturbance, compliance with directions, and bullying show no significant 
relationships, positive or negative, to any racial, repeat offender, or economic status.  
 In sum, the offenses positively related to whiteness — weapons possession, 
possession of a controlled substance, electronic device violations, missing ID, and 
dress code violations — are solely objective. Offenses positively related to students of 
color are mostly subjective (profanity, disruptive behavior, disrespectful behavior, 
and defiance of authority), though battery of students and staff are objective 
offenses. However, given the frequency of referrals for disruptive or disrespectful 
behavior, defiance, or profanity (1,118 cases) relative to battery (only 32 cases), 
significant relationships between color and offense lie nearly exclusively with 
subjective offenses.  
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III. Offense Types and Repeat Offenders  
 The wide disproportionate impact in subjective offenses for African American 
students, combined with the positive and significant relationship between being 
African American, Hispanic, or economically disadvantaged and being referred for 
subjective offenses, coincide with literature suggesting that teacher discretion in 
referrals is the reason for disproportionality in punishment. Though this research 
does not include observation of rates of offending (as they can differ from rates of 
referral based on various modes of teacher action), existing research shows that rates 
of offending are similar across races. Teacher discretion exaggerating 
disproportionalities is also suggested by the positive and highly significant 
relationship between offense type and repeat offender status (see Table 43).  
Table 43: Regression Coefficients— Repeat Offender Status  
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Offense Type  Repeat Offender Status Constant  
Offense Type (Subjective = 1)  .2085766 
(p=   0.000) 
   .5811404 
(p= 0.000) 
 
 As repeat offender status (represented as a 1) is so highly related to subjective 
offenses (also represented as a 1), the relationship suggests that teachers, having 
identified a student as an offender, continue to refer their disruptive behaviors.  
Further supporting this hypothesis are two-way frequency calculations between 
repeat offender status and offense type; 79.2 percent of all offenses are committed by 
repeat offenders, and 79 percent of repeat offender offenses are subjective offenses 
(see Table 44).   
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Table 44: Two-Way Frequency Table, Repeat Offender Status and Offense Type  
   Status  |        Objective   Subjective|     Total      
-----------+----------------------+---------- 
     Single |       191       265 |       456  
  Offender|     41.89         58.11 |    100.00  
            |     34.41         16.24 |     20.85  
           |      8.73         12.12 |     20.85  
-----------+----------------------+---------- 
  Repeat |       364         1,367 |     1,731  
Offender |     21.03         78.97 |    100.00  
           |     65.59         83.76 |     79.15  
           |     16.64         62.51 |     79.15  
-----------+----------------------+---------- 
     Total |       555         1,632 |     2,187  
           |     25.38         74.62 |    100.00  
           |    100.00        100.00 |    100.00  
           |     25.38         74.62 |    100.00  
 
 Also suggesting teacher discretion in identifying student misbehavior are the 
relationships between race and the number of offenses a student is referred for and 
offense type and the number of offenses, as well as the two-way frequency table for 
number of offenses and offense type. When using the number of offenses as the 
dependent variable and race as the independent variable in a regression, African 
Americans, Hispanics, and multi-racial students experienced positive and significant 
ties to increased number of offenses, relative to white students. As white offending 
students were uncoded (the dummy variable), the constant of 3.5 represents the 
average number of offenses for a white offender; being African American, Hispanic, 
or multiracial increases the number of offenses by roughly 2, to 5.5 offenses, while 
being Asian reduces the number of offenses to roughly 2.5 (see Table 45).  
Table 45: Regression - Number of Offenses and Race  
Dependent 
Variable 
Independent Variables  
Number of 
offenses  
African 
American  
Hispanic Asian  Multi-Racial  Constant  
Number of 
offenses  
1.989896 
(p= 0.000) 
2.2075 
(p= 0.000) 
 -.9163636   
(p= 0.146) 
1.898571 
(p= 0.015) 
3.53 
(p= 0.000) 
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This alone, though, does not suggest teacher bias; there could be substantial 
differences in behavior between these groups accounting for their different rates of 
referral. When this data is paired with offense types, such that the number of 
offenses is the dependent variable and offense type is the independent variable, the 
regression shows a positive and significant relationship between the two (see Table 
46). As subjective offenses are coded as “1,” the positive coefficient shows increases 
in subjective offending to be tied to increases in the number of offenses.  
Table 46: Regression - Number of Offenses, Offense Type  
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Number of Offenses  Offense Type  Constant  
Number of Offenses  1.082111   
(p= 0.000) 
4.203604 
(p= 0.000) 
 
 Further, combining the above regression with a two-way frequency table of 
offense type and number of offenses reiterates the positive relationship between 
number of offenses and subjective offenses. For students with only one offense, 
subjective offenses are still more common (58.1 percent of offenses for one-offense 
students). However, this margin of subjectivity grows wider as the number of 
offenses grows: 71.6 percent of offenses for two-offense students, 80.4 percent of 
offenses for three-offense students, etc (see Table 47). This table and related 
regression, combined with the above race-based regression, does suggest that 
teachers become attuned to particular students as sources for offending. 
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Table 47: Two-Way Frequency Table - Offense Type and Number of Offenses70
 Number of |     Offense Type 
  Offenses |         0          1 |     Total 
-----------+----------------------+---------- 
         1 |       191        265 |       456  
            |     41.89      58.11 |    100.00  
           |     34.41      16.25 |     20.86  
           |      8.74      12.12 |     20.86  
-----------+----------------------+---------- 
         2 |       109        275 |       384 
           |     28.39      71.61 |    100.00  
           |     19.64      16.86 |     17.57  
           |      4.99      12.58 |     17.57  
-----------+----------------------+---------- 
         3 |        50        205 |       255  
           |     19.61      80.39 |    100.00  
           |      9.01      12.57 |     11.67  
           |      2.29       9.38 |     11.67  
-----------+----------------------+---------- 
         4 |        34        122 |       156  
           |     21.79      78.21 |    100.00  
           |      6.13       7.48 |      7.14  
           |      1.56       5.58 |      7.14  
-----------+----------------------+---------- 
         5 |        31        159 |       190  
           |     16.32      83.68 |    100.00  
           |      5.59       9.75 |      8.69  
           |      1.42       7.27 |      8.69  
-----------+----------------------+---------- 
         6 |         7         71 |        78  
           |      8.97      91.03 |    100.00  
           |      1.26       4.35 |      3.57  
           |      0.32       3.25 |      3.57  
-----------+----------------------+---------- 
         7 |        24        102 |       126  
           |     19.05      80.95 |    100.00  
           |      4.32       6.25 |      5.76  
           |      1.10       4.67 |      5.76  
-----------+----------------------+---------- 
         8 |        16         72 |        88  
           |     18.18      81.82 |    100.00  
           |      2.88       4.41 |      4.03  
           |      0.73       3.29 |      4.03  
-----------+----------------------+---------- 
         9 |        18         99 |       117  
           |     15.38      84.62 |    100.00  
           |      3.24       6.07 |      5.35  
           |      0.82       4.53 |      5.35  
-----------+----------------------+---------- 
        10 |         2         38 |        40  
           |      5.00      95.00 |    100.00  
           |      0.36       2.33 |      1.83  
           |      0.09       1.74 |      1.83  
-----------+----------------------+---------- 
        11 |        14         63 |        77  
           |     18.18      81.82 |    100.00  
           |      2.52       3.86 |      3.52  
           |      0.64       2.88 |      3.52  
-----------+----------------------+---------- 
        12 |        10         26 |        36  
           |     27.78      72.22 |    100.00  
           |      1.80       1.59 |      1.65  
           |      0.46       1.19 |      1.65  
-----------+----------------------+---------- 
        13 |        24         67 |        91  
           |     26.37      73.63 |    100.00  
           |      4.32       4.11 |      4.16  
           |      1.10       3.06 |      4.16  
-----------+----------------------+---------- 
     Total |       555      1,631 |     2,186  
           |     25.39      74.61 |    100.00  
           |    100.00     100.00 |    100.00  
           |     25.39      74.61 |    100.00 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
70 “Number of Offenses” categories which only contained one to two students were removed 
from the table (14, 15, 16, 18).  
| Key                | 
|--------------------| 
|     frequency      | 
|   row percentage   | 
| column percentage  | 
|  cell percentage   | 
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IV. Administrator Discretion 
The above analyses study the impact of teacher discretion in identifying and 
responding to student misbehavior. In order to test for the impact of administrator 
discretion, referrals were sorted into offenses; within offense groups, regressions 
using the dispensation as the dependent variable and blackness, Hispanic status, and 
number of offenses as the independent variables.  
 When controlling for offense, with suspension as the dependent variable and 
race and number of offenses as independent variables, number of offenses is 
positively and significantly related to suspension within “battery on a student,” 
“defiance of authority,” and “disrespectful behavior.” Within “disturbance,” 
“fighting,” and “physical aggression,” blackness is positively and significantly related 
to suspension (see Table 35). For fighting, Hispanic status is also positively and 
significantly related to suspension.  
Table 35: Regression: Suspension as an Effect of Race and Repeat Offending 
 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Punishment African American Hispanic Number of 
Offenses 
Constant  
Suspension  (battery on a student)  -.1689342  
(p= 0.524) 
  .5487528  
(p= 0.097) 
.0442177  
(p= 0.039) 
 .1712018   
(p=  0.382) 
Suspension (defiance of authority)   -.0220618   
(p=  0.809) 
  -.2725997  
(p=  0.198) 
 .0225672  
(p= 0.008) 
  .0751371    
(p= 0.409) 
Suspension  
(disrespectful behavior) 
  .0049413   
(p=  0.909) 
 .1865654  
(p= 0.087) 
   .0197264  
(p= 0.000 ) 
  -.0080736    
(p=  0.843) 
Suspension  
(disturbance) 
  .0831683  
(p= 0.018) 
0.0706075 
(p=  0.324 ) 
0.0033274 
(p= 0.364) 
-0.0155782 
(p= 0.652) 
Suspension (fighting)  .4295662  
(p=  0.000  ) 
  .6408676  
(p=  0.036) 
 .0198377  
(p= 0.159) 
 .3293758   
(p= 0.002) 
Suspension (physical aggression)  .2425545  
(p=  0.027) 
.2549624  
(p=  0.290) 
 .0201993 
(p= 0.079 ) 
  -.0781504  
(p= 0.538) 
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 When considering referrals that resulted in student conferences, there is a 
positive and significant relationship between the number of offenses and a 
conference for bullying and dress code referrals (see Table 36). For compliance with 
directions, there is a negative and positive relationship between number of offenses 
and receiving a student conference. There is a positive and significant relationship 
between Hispanic status and receiving a student conference for excessive tardy 
referrals. For fighting, profanity, and physical aggression, there are a negative and 
significant relationships between blackness and student conferences (positive 
relationships between whiteness and student conferences). For disrespectful 
behavior referrals and disturbance referrals, there are a negative and significant 
relationships between both blackness and number of offenses and receiving student 
conferences.   
Table 36: Regression: Student Conferences as an Effect of Race and Repeat Offending 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Punishment African American Hispanic Number of 
Offenses 
Constant  
Student Conference (bullying)   -.0662526  
(p=0.760) 
  -.3218521 
(p=0.318) 
 .0508187   
(p=0.012) 
  -.0846979   
(p=0.656) 
Student Conference (compliance 
with directions) 
  .0519725  
(p=  0.442 ) 
   .1172136  
(p=0.402) 
  -.0366563  
(p=0.000) 
  .5477398  
(p=0.000) 
Student Conference (disrespectful 
behavior) 
 -.0993285  
(p=0.034) 
   .0416067  
(p=0.725) 
  -.0117848   
(p=  0.015) 
 .2511133   
(p=  0.000 ) 
Student Conference (disturbance)  -.2232474  
(p=0.001) 
 -.1532643  
(p=0.258) 
  -.0192273   
(p=0.006) 
   .6051703   
(p=0.000) 
Student Conference (dress code)  -.0864514 
(p=0.577) 
*   .0504812  
(p=0.018) 
  .3420322 
(p=0.003) 
Student Conference (excessive 
tardies) 
 -.0481875  
(p=0.717) 
 .7175608  
(p=0.032) 
  -.0027066  
(0.861) 
  .2851459  
(p=0.013) 
Student Conference (fighting)   -.108406  
(p= 0.010) 
  -.1165214 
(p=0.310) 
 -.0036069  
(p=0.497) 
   .1219317  
(p=0.003) 
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 A similar grouped regression, within offenses, shows that there is a negative 
and significant relationship between a special project dispensation and blackness for 
defiance of authority referrals (Table 37). This negative coefficient means that there 
is a positive relationship between whiteness and receiving a special project. There is 
a negative and significant relationship between the number of offenses and receiving 
a special project for disrespectful behavior and disruptive behavior referrals.  
Table 37: Regression: Special Project as an Effect of Race and Repeat Offending 
  
When grouping offenses to regress using parent conferences as the dependent 
variable, there are a positive and significant relationships between the number of 
offenses and receiving a parent conference within compliance with directions, 
missing ID, and excessive tardies referrals (Table 38). For unauthorized absence 
referrals, there is a negative and significant relationship between blackness and 
receiving parent conferences (positive relationship between whiteness and parent 
conference).  
Student Conference (physical 
aggression) 
  -.3264061  
(p=0.002) 
  -.5765787  
(p=0.012) 
  .0125628  
(p=0.239) 
  .3755734   
(p=0.002) 
Student Conference (profanity)   -.1582565  
(p=0.044) 
   -.235045    
(p=0.193) 
  -.0042344   
(p=0.548) 
0.2519828    
(p=0.001) 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Punishment African American Hispanic Number of 
Offenses 
Constant  
Special Project (defiance of 
authority) 
  -.1634668  
(p=0.042) 
 .0093803  
(p=0.959) 
 .0093803 
(p=0.278) 
  .3104582 
(p=0.000) 
Special Project (disrespectful 
behavior) 
 -.0605087   
(p-0.263) 
  .1506909  
(p=0.269) 
 -.0156676   
(p=0.005) 
  .2811041  
(p=0.000) 
Special Project (disruptive 
behavior) 
 -.0402038   
(p=0.479) 
  .0743311   
(p=0.545) 
  .014699    
(p=0.002) 
   .0860284  
(p=0.121) 
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Table 38: Regression: Parent Conference as an Effect of Race and Repeat Offending 
 
 When using in-school suspension dispensation as the dependent variable, 
there is a negative and significant relationship between the number of offenses and 
receiving an ISS dispensation for bullying referrals (Table 39).  There is a positive 
and significant relationship between the number of offenses and receiving ISS for 
compliance with directions referrals. There are positive and significant relationships 
between blackness and receiving an ISS dispensation for defiance of authority, 
disturbance, profanity, and dress code  referrals. For excessive tardies referrals, 
there is a positive and significant relationship between the number of offenses and 
receiving an ISS dispensation. There is a negative and significant relationship 
between the number of offenses the receiving an ISS dispensation for physical 
aggression referrals.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Punishment African American Hispanic Number of 
Offenses 
Constant  
Parent Conference (compliance 
with directions) 
  .009401 
 (p=0.748) 
 .0357185  
(p=0.555) 
 .0108521  
(p=0.003) 
  -.0131243  
(p=0.632) 
Parent Conference (excessive 
tardies) 
0.0177705   
(p=0.750) 
 .0239048  
(p=0.862) 
  .0138802    
(p=0.036) 
  -.037785  
(p=0.420) 
Parent Conference (missing ID)  -.3863636  
(p=0.100) 
*    .3636364   
(p=0.005) 
  -.4545455  
(p=0.055) 
Parent Conference (unauthorized 
absences) 
  -.1624344   
(p=0.044) 
  -.1968305  
(p=0.249) 
   .0103256  
(p=0.110) 
  .1486445  
(p=0.073) 
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Table 39: Regression: ISS as an Effect of Race and Repeat Offending 
  
When regressing for after school detention, there is a negative and significant 
relationship between the number of offenses and after school detention for 
unauthorized absences, disruptive behavior, and excessive tardies (Table 40). Within 
excessive tardies, there is also a negative and signification relationship between 
Hispanic status and receiving an after school detention (whiteness is more positively 
related to receiving an after school detention). There is a highly negative and 
significant relationship between blackness and receiving an after school detention 
for bullying referrals (positive relationship between whiteness and after school 
detention).  
 
 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Punishment African American Hispanic Number of 
Offenses 
Constant  
In-school suspension (bullying) 0.1635611   
(p=0.620) 
 .2320723    
(p=0.633) 
  -.0629588   
(p=0.036) 
    .771598   
(p=0.012) 
In-school suspension (compliance 
with directions) 
  .0106625   
(p=0.529) 
  -.0069499  
(p=0.843) 
  .0083399   
(p=0.000) 
  -.0305796   
(p=0.055) 
In-school suspension (defiance of 
authority) 
  .3508146   
(p=0.001) 
  -.0245659   
(p=0.921) 
  -.0051927   
(p=0.600)  
  .0700017  
(p=0.66) 
In-school suspension (disturbance)   .1266336    
(p=0.023) 
  .0495273    
(p=0.664) 
  .0098105  
(p=0.093) 
  .0449782  
(p=0.413) 
In-school suspension (dress code)  .2014262   
 (p=0.017) 
*   -.021002   
(p=0.060) 
  .0360034   
(p=0.546) 
In-school suspension (excessive 
tardies) 
  .1364502    
(p=0.286) 
  -.0568472  
(p=0.856) 
   .0315081    
(p=0.037) 
   .0253391   
(p=0.812) 
In-school suspension (physical 
aggression) 
   .1419342  
(p=0.169) 
   .2132262   
(p=0.351) 
  -.0383567  
(p=0.001) 
   .4004807   
(p=0.001) 
In-school suspension (profanity)    .2653065   
(p=0.050) 
  .0385725    
(p=0.901) 
   .010934    
(p=0.369) 
  .2510246  
(p=0.054) 
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Table 40: Regression: After School Detention as an Effect of Race and Repeat Offending 
Dependent Variable Independent Variables  
Punishment African American Hispanic Number of 
Offenses 
Constant  
After School Detention 
(Unauthorized Absences) 
  .0809027   
(p=0.475) 
  -.1947493  
(p=0.422) 
  -.0306968   
(p=0.001) 
   .338001    
(p=0.005) 
After School Detention (excessive 
tardies) 
  -.1442077   
(p=0.293) 
  -.6956146  
(p=0.042) 
  -.0490666  
(p=0.003) 
   .7446812   
(p=0.000) 
After School Detention (disruptive 
behavior) 
  -.0442893    
(p=0.180) 
  -.0583603  
(p=0.414) 
  -.0057192   
(p=0.041) 
   .1126931   
(p=0.001) 
After School Detention (bullying)   -.3229814    
(p=0.007) 
  -.3190288   
(p=0.058) 
  -.0022586   
(p=0.814) 
  .3370977   
(p=0.002) 
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Conclusion  
 The district-level data, taken together with the Oxford School District case 
study, shows consistently higher disciplinary impacts for students of color — and 
African American students, within that group. In the district-level study, the 
significant and negative relationship between the disciplinary impact on African 
Americans and African American achievement gap was unexpected. Given the 
literature on the consequences of exclusionary punishment for academic 
achievement, the opposite result would be expected. The findings also differed from 
the existing literature in that the percent enrollment composed by African Americans 
was negatively related to the disproportionate impact; in the literature, schools with 
higher densities of minority students often display higher rates of exclusionary 
punishment.  
 The positive relationship between disproportionate impacts in specific 
exclusionary punishments (in school suspensions and single suspensions) and 
academic achievement does make those two punishment classes areas of concern for 
school administrators interested in combatting achievement gaps. Also of interest to 
administrators is the finding that A-rated schools, overall, had the most insignificant 
relationship between ISS impacts and achievement; this suggests that other aspects 
of their school culture override the effects of ISS disproportionalities in ways that B-
F rated schools do not. 
 This research comports with existing literature showing that African 
American students are punished at higher rates for subjective offenses (such as 
disruptive behavior, disrespectful behavior, and defiance in the Oxford School 
District). Findings that white students were significantly punished for objective 
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offenses (including, but not limited to, weapons, possession of controlled substances, 
and missing ID) similarly coincided with the literature.  
 The above findings, combined with the finding that repeat offenders are 
significantly more likely to be referred for subjective offenses, imply that teacher 
discretion is a large source of disciplinary disproportionalities (as the literature is 
clear that rates of misbehavior are similar across races). Further research is needed 
to identify ways in which this discretion manifests itself in referrals - for example, 
white teachers have been shown to misinterpret African American communication 
styles and mannerisms, creating punishment out of the misunderstandings; 
observation of the types of interactions which lead to disrespectful behavior referrals 
for African American students, as opposed to similar referrals for white students, 
would be needed.71 Observation-based research, identifying the rates of misbehavior 
with and without punishment and the scales of punishments used for similar 
misbehaviors, is needed after the above findings.  
  
                                                 
71 Townsend, B.. “Disproportionate discipline of African American children and youth: 
Culturally-responsive strategies for reducing school suspensions and expulsions.” 
Exceptional Children 66 (2000), 381–391. 
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Appendix 
Table 15: Average Impacts, Across Punishments, Per Race72 
 
District AIimpact Asianimpa
ct 
Hispanicimpa
ct 
AAimpac
t 
Whiteimpa
ct 
Multiimp
act 
ELLimpa
ct 
Aberdeen   0 0 0 1.018157 0.555888   
Alcorn   2.833333 0 0.462585 2.40113 0.9710191 0 0 
Amite Co     0 0.742387
8 
2.379689   
Amory   0 0 0.611603 1.593572 0.7014079  0 
Attala Co   0  0.3264188 1.122381 0.8655809  2.649014 
Baldwyn     0 1.314379 0.6240734   
Bay St Louis 
Waveland   
0 0.0837984 0.7412935 2.103732 0.661551  0 
Benton Co   0  0.8362987 1.402779 0.5634234  0.262987 
Biloxi Public   1.101759 0.5149459 0.4339452 1.70364 0.6124941 0 0.448121 
Booneville   0 0 0.1572031 2.31596 0.64625   
Brookhaven   0 0 0 1.21415 0.6590325 0 0 
Calhoun Co    0 0.1330052 1.452193 0.8857592  0.057116
9 
Canton Public    0.2658805 0.1299967 1.065738 0  0.161934
9 
Carroll County    0.1769231 0.6448328 1.041284 0.9848061 0  
Chickasaw Co     0 1.098699 0.9762061  0 
Choctaw Co   0 0 0.6435854 1.279268 0.8582504  0 
Claiborne Co   0 0 0 0.996828
3 
2.086115   
Clarksdale 
Municipal   
 0 0.1330262 1.018872 0.9187624 0 0 
Cleveland   0.5826661 0 0.0881651 1.423648 0.2308391 0 0 
Clinton Public   0 0 0.9378065 1.662853 0.250358  7.130399 
Coahoma Ahs 
District 
   1    
Coahoma County     0.4016746 1.07634 0.3552009  0 
Coffeeville    0 0 0.961913 1.317328  1.718399 
Columbia   0 0 0 1.256899 0.4785593 0 0 
Columbus 
Municipal   
0 0.0291467 0.0443815 1.096353 0.172089 0 0 
Copiah Co   0 0.2923206 0.1468229 1.522308 0.2997318  0 
Covington CO 
Schools 
0 0.1745304 0.2817771 1.499029 0.4819015 0 0 
                                                 
72 Empty cells are unreal; the subgroup population for the district in question was 0, so 
STATA voided the cell (given that dividing by 0 for percent of population is impossible). If 
the cell shows a 0, then that subgroup experienced an impact of 0 (no punishments).  
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District AIimpact Asianimpa
ct 
Hispanicimpa
ct 
AAimpac
t 
Whiteimpa
ct 
Multiimp
act 
ELLimpa
ct 
Desoto Co   0.7240331 0.3497808 0.4640223 1.790118 0.6095006 3.534996 0.399499
2 
Durant Public      1.024575 0   
East Jasper 
Consolidated Sch 
District 
0 0 0 1.016985 0  0 
East Tallahatchie 
Consol Sch 
District 
 0 3.637859 1.067578 0.7534973  3.637859 
Enterprise    0 1.04 1.479378 0.9469157  1.512727 
Forest Municipal 
Co   
0 0.1701149 0.5021644 1.380894 0.6034265 0.248439
5 
0.275665
2 
Forrest County 
Agricultural High 
School 
 0 0.1744048 2.224989 0.4885154  0.174404
8 
Forrest County   0 0 0.3129953 1.563157 0.6181981  0 
Franklin Co   0 0 0 1.295198 0.7650319  0 
George Co   0 0 0.5218531 1.797025 0.9307477 0 0.198607 
Greene County   0.4833333 0 1.253505 1.620203 0.8666753   
Greenville Public 
Schools 
0 0 0 1.018987 0.0530319 0 0 
Greenwood Public    0 0 1.051828 0.5359239  0 
Grenada   1.975275 0.2279464 0.3211972 1.605457 0.4133559  0 
Gulfport   0.8741454 0.2833051 0.9604015 1.453167 0.4439982 0.170262
7 
0.884053
8 
Hancock Co   0.172245 0.3964285 0.3908328 3.210478 0.8421336  0.981846
2 
Harrison Co   0.1375078 0.51632 0.7625982 1.854624 0.5970777 0.194802
7 
0.241494
1 
Hattiesburg   0 0 0.2199345 1.116431 0.3194751  0.234610
6 
Hazlehurst City    0 0.2129735 1.037197 0  0.212973
5 
Hinds Co   0.3776118 0.1776997 0.3299094 1.036278 0.9287366 0.503482
3 
0 
Hollandale     0 1.014553 0.6314286 0  
Holly Springs    0 0.9493322 1.033186 0.1405248  0.382355
8 
Holmes Co    0 0 1.009975 0  0 
Houston   0 0 0.5116104 1.456006 0.6696945  0.984890
6 
Humphreys Co   0 0 0 1.029429 0  0 
Itawamba Co   0 0 3.841669 2.877943 0.8061777 0 0 
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Jackson Co   0.301338 0.3816679 0.4154393 3.185267 0.7577034 0 0.084329
6 
Jackson Public   0.4673809 0 1.454905 1.006371 0.2693849 0 0 
Jefferson Co      1.012744 0  0 
Jefferson Davis 
Co   
       
Jones Co   2.831676 0.5063317 0.4467354 1.553026 0.8645908 1.652589 0.407092
9 
Kemper Co    0  1.031617 0 0  
Kosciuscko   0 0.43534 0.0736237 1.872975 0.1672056 0 0 
Lafayette County    0.7727692 0.7212629 1.766851 0.678176 153.8219 1.106865 
Lamar County   3.068977 0.0506011 0.4349978 1.464252 0.880778  0.091397
5 
Lauderdale Co   0 0.6191096 0.7170411 1.55636 0.7716491  0.512768
9 
Laurel    0 0.6697439 1.035123 0.7979679  0.148853
3 
Lawrence Co    0 0.1177394 1.413062 0.7577815  0 
Leake Co   1.839423 0.1534542 0.5318683 1.073905 0.9773316  0.04488 
Lee County   0 0 0.0972553 2.117182 0.605087  0.046794 
Leflore Co    0 0 1.053105 0  0.451074
1 
Leland     0 1.081979 0.2500084  0 
Lincoln Co   0 0.5768662 0 2.00759 0.8449482  0 
Long Beach   0 0.3092285 0.2950209 1.245569 1.012895 0 0.759113
3 
Louisville 
Municipal   
0.7018439 1.221893 4.152684 1.226179 0.4225453 1.395321  
Lowndes Co   1.115713 0.8713739 0.7844648 1.480048 0.7559073 0 0 
Lumberton Public    0 2.119722 1.551117 0.5985426 0 3.179583 
Madison County   0.4431211 0.2715662 0.7169622 2.155767 0.2487271 0 0 
Marion Co   13.13412 0 1.423795 1.516308 0.5688728  0 
Marshall Co    0 0.0897972 1.071905 1.150012 0 0.131607
5 
Mccomb   0 3.603132 0.7277487 1.009252 1.741509 0 1.353129 
Meridian Public   0 0.0791784 0.2087797 1.043378 0.9160042 0 0.255961
7 
Monroe Co    0 0 1.355719 0.9803624   
Montgomery Co     0 0.843003 2.676411 0  
Moss Point   0.2775744 0.6514293 0.2658791 0.970085
4 
1.261493 0 0.319366
8 
Natchez-Adams   0 0 0 1.030806 0.8166766  0 
Neshoba County   0.7161757 0 1.094906 2.260333 0.7238997  0 
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Nettleton     0 1.116499 0.9779865   
New Albany   0 0.3486055 0.5614632 1.868125 0.6635258 0.287320
3 
0.405052
5 
Newton County   1.395535 0 0.8740343 1.547291 0.8109916  0.994232
9 
Newton Municipal    0 0 1.006014 0.9607812 4.116935 0 
North Bolivar 
Consolidated   
 0 0.3009155 1.015892 1.179348  0.488987
8 
North Panola 
Schools 
  0 1.039463 0.0703055   
North Pike   0 1.119979 0 1.435326 0.8181066  0 
North Tippah    0 0.2377425 2.28429 0.8563131   
Noxubee County     0 1.012263   0 
Ocean Springs   0.2115188 0.1431662 0.8378636 3.437532 0.6290429 0.242133
4 
0.639900
4 
Okolona Separate          
Oxford   0 0.3960398 0.7831824 2.003257 0.3476045 1.364626 0.721125
3 
Pascagoula-
Gautier   
0.2467606 0.1232459 0.944378 1.121266 0.8994433  0.232727
9 
Pass Christian 
Public   
7.246346 0.0751075 0.3714779 1.171309 0.8967476  0 
Pearl Public   0 0.0555003 0.4320983 1.273853 0.9131778  0.534179
3 
Pearl River Co   0.191628 0.1357365 0.8993821 2.705597 0.9426991  1.345432 
Perry Co   0 0 0 1.950908 0.6120977 0 0 
Petal   0 0.248599 0.5792386 2.81947 0.6591979 0.497952
3 
0.328955
9 
Philadelphia 
Public   
0 0.0690684 0.5221158 1.234314 0.434408  0 
Picayune   5.376832 0 1.177235 1.764295 0.6038601 0 1.151999 
Pontotoc City 
Schools 
0 0 0.6451589 1.100896 1.021103 0 0.669514
2 
Pontotoc Co   0.9747222 0 0.4199336 1.748038 0.9661778  0.259561
9 
Poplarville 
Separate   
0 0 0 2.066297 0.8599253 0 0 
Prentiss Co    0 0 0.412736
8 
1.04098   
Quitman Co      1.026046 0   
Quitman   0 0.4282407 0.1712963 1.378637 0.422965   
Rankin Co   0 0.4488443 0.7133051 2.175431 0.6718121 0.082755
4 
0.506416 
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Richton    0 5.46565 2.167447 0.4392105   
Scott Co   0.2749932 0 0.3687256 1.615393 0.627224 1.065363 0.047818
9 
Senatobia 
Municipal   
0 0 0.5827852 0.992326 1.032547  0 
Simpson County    0 0.5428956 1.454709 0.5443835 0 0.434459
9 
Smith Co   0 4.980357 0.4574131 1.595898 0.7640586  0 
South Delta    0 0 1.024943 0 0 0 
South Panola   1.193557 0.4010394 1.122739 1.350499 0.5411404 0.215944
3 
0.588789
9 
South Pike    0 0 1.110189 0.4687062 0 0 
South Tippah   0 0 0.2985844 2.150295 0.6476356  0.274847
8 
Starkville-
Oktibbeha 
Consolidated   
0 0.8114404 0 1.428518 0.1295579  0 
Stone Co   0 0 0.6127524 1.843694 0.7607662 0 0 
Sunflower Co 
Consolidate   
  0.5199061 1.013731 0.9074369  0.467030
8 
Tate Co   0.6623201 0 0.3131161 1.824904 0.5157331 0 0.192674
9 
Tishomingo Co 
Sp Mun Sch 
District 
0 0 0.397446 47.18042 1.052112 0.244952
8 
0.525668
8 
Tunica County    4.288271 0 1.019775 0  1.649173 
Tupelo Public   0.4404073 0.1193294 0.7677417 1.591809 0.3962985 0.185981
9 
0.772721
9 
Union Co    4.110465 0.9224997 1.933336 0.9053826  0 
Union Public   4.394502 0 0 2.552044 0.639194 0  
Vicksburg Warren   0 0.140246 0.1290262 1.23662 0.6046333 0.789438
7 
0.047067
1 
Walthall Co   0.2797571 0 0.616537 1.35178 0.3712229  0.273338
6 
Water Valley   0 0 0 1.184951 0.8838397  0 
Wayne Co   0 0 0.2022727 1.430098 0.4634794 0 0.247222
2 
Webster Co   0 0 0.7507033 1.84323 0.7683468  2.052406 
West Bolivar 
Consolidated   
  0 1.018386 0.8899031  0 
West Jasper 
Consolidated 
Schools 
 0 0 1.241454 0.6520666  0 
West Point 
Consolidated   
 0 1.290788 1.078545 0.6807843  0.393050
7 
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West Tallahatchie      1    
Western Line          
Wilkinson Co      1.008321 0   
WInona Separate   0 0 0 1.459945 0.4260941  0 
Yazoo City 
Municipal   
 0 0 1.016686 0.4401858 0 0 
Yazoo Co    15.42924 0.3731759 1.213492 0.6206056 1.287917 0 
 
